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Quantis difficultatibus et quam profundis queestionibus involuta sit—H1rro- 
nyuus, Prom. in Comment, in Epist. ad Ephesios. 


Hoe ago, ut membrorum ordinem ostendam, et moneam, ne abjiciatur nativa 
significatio verborum, et jubeo ab ipso Panlo sententiam peti; non gigno aliud 
genus doctrins.—MELANcTHON, Epistole ad Rom. Enarratio, Profat. 
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PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION. 





Tue following pages are an attempt to give a con- 
cise but full Exposition of the Epistle of Paul to the 
Ephesians. My object has been. to exhibit the mind 
and meaning of the apostle, not only by a scientific 
analysis of his language, but also by a careful delinea- 
tion of the logical connection and sequence of his 
thoughts. Mere verbal criticism or detached annotation 
upon the various words by themselves and in succes- 
‘sion is a defective course, inasmuch as it may leave the 
process of mental operation on the part of the inspired 
writer wholly untraced in its links and involutions. 
On the other hand, the sense is not to be lazily or 
abruptly grasped at, but to be patiently detected in its 
most delicate shades and aspects, by the precise inves- 
tigation of every vocable. As the smaller lines of the 
countenance give to its larger features their special and 
distinctive expression, so the minuter particles and pre- © 
positions give an individuality of shape and complexion 
to the more prominent terms.of a sentence or paragraph. 
In this spirit philology has been kept in subordination 
to exegesis, and grammatical inquiry has been made 
subservient to the development of idea and argument. 
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At the same time, and so far as I am aware, I have 
neglected no available help from any quarter or in 
any language. The Greek fathers have been often 
referred to, the Syriac, Coptic, and Gothic versions are 
occasionally quoted, and the most recent German com- 
mentators have been examined without partiality or 
prejudice. Though agreeing in so many views with 
Olshausen, Meyer, Harless, Stier, and Tischendorf, yet 
there are many points in connection with the text, 
literature, exegesis, and theology of the epistle, on 
which I am forced to differ from one or all of them, 
and in such cases I have always endeavoured to “‘render 
a reason.” Perhaps some may think that too many 
authorities are now and then adduced, but the method 
has at least this advantage, that if names be of any 
value at all, they receive their full complement in such 
an enumeration; and should the opinion of any of them 
be adopted, it is seen at once that I do not claim the 
paternity, but avoid equally the charge of plagiarism, 
and disavow the awkward honour of originality for a 
borrowed or repeated interpretation. On many an 
important and doubtful clause the various opinions are 
arranged under distinct and separate heads, showing 
at once what had been done already for its elucida- 
tion, and what is attempted in the present volume. 
Not that I have merely compiled a synopsis, for it is 
humbly hoped that the reader will find everywhere the 
living fruits of personal and independent thought and 
research. Sometimes when the truth, which I suppose 
to. have been delivered by the apostle, is one which has 
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been either misunderstood or rejected, a few paragraphs 
have been added, more for illustration than defence. 
Perhaps, indeed, I may not be wholly free from the 
same weakness which I have found in others; yet I 
fondly trust that my own theological system has not 
led me to seek polemical assistance by any inordinate 
strain or pressure on peculiar idioms or.expressions. It 
is error and impiety too, to seek to take more out of 
Scripture than the Holy Spirit has put into it. . As the 
commentator neither creates nor invents the grammar 
of the language which he is expounding, J have invari- 
ably quoted the best authorities, when any special usage 
is concerned, so that no linguistic canon or principle is 
left to the support of mere assertion. The lamps which 
have guided me I have thus left burning, for the benefit 
of those who may come after me in the hope of finding 
additional ore in the same precious and unexhausted 
mine. Will it bespeak any indulgence simply to hint 
that the work has been composed amidst the continuous 
and absorbing duties of a numerous city charge, and 
will it be thought out of place to add, that the Chris- 
tian ministry has a relation to all the churches, as well 
as to an individual congregation ? In the hope, in fine, 
that it may contribute in some degree to the study and 
enjoyment of one of the great apostle’s richest letters, 
the book is humbly commended to the Divine blessing. 


CAMBRIDGE STREET, GLASGOW, 
October, 1853. 


PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION. 





In preparing this second Edition, the entire matter of 
the first has been very thoroughly revised, in many 
parts curtailed, and in many sections altered and 
enlarged. Some opinions have been modified, a few 
revoked, and others defended. Grammatical investi- 
gations have been more accurately, because more 
formally stated, and that with uniform care and pre- 
cision. While the main features of the work remain 
the same, the minor improvements and changes may 
be found on almost every page. No pains have been 
spared and no time has been grudged in remedying 
the unavoidable defects of a first edition, which was 
also a first attempt in exegetical authorship. I have 
refused no light from any quarter, and have always 
cheerfully yielded to superior argument. For I have 
no desire but, with all the helps in my power, and 
ever in dependence on Him who guides into all truth, 
to gain a clear insight into the apostle’s mind, and 
_ to give an honest and full exposition of it. Whether, 
or to what extent, my desires have been realized, 
others must judge. My best thanks are due to Robert 
Black, M.A., student of Theology, for his care in 
reading the sheets, and his labour in compiling the 
index, 


13 LANSDOWNE CRESCENT, GLASGOW, 
February, 1861. 


THE LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE, 








I.— EPHESUS AND THE PLANTING OF A CHRISTIAN CHURCH 
. IN IT. 


EPHEsus, constituted the capital of proconsular Asia! in 
B.C. 129, had been the scene of successful labour on the part 
_of the apostle. On his first and hurried visit to it, during his 
second missionary tour, his earnest efforts among his country- 
men made such an impression and created such a spirit of 
inquiry, that they besought him to prolong his sojourn. Acts 
xviii. 19-21. But the pressing obligation of a religious vow 
compelled his departure, and he “ sailed from Ephesus” under 
the promise of a speedy return, but left behind him Priscilla 
and Aquila, with whom the Alexandrian Apollos was soon 
associated. On his second visit, during his third missionary 
circuit, he stayed for at least two years and three months, 
or three years, as he himself names the term in his part- 
ing address at Miletus. Acts xx. 31. The apostle felt that 
Ephesus was a centre of vast influence—a key to the western 
provinces of Asia Minor. In writing from this city to the 
church at Corinth, when he speaks of his resolution to remain 
in it, he gives as his reason—“ for a great door and effectual 
is opened unto me.” 1 Cor. xvi. 9. The gospel seems to have 
spread with rapidity, not only among the native citizens of 
Ephesus, but among the numerous strangers who landed on 
the quays of the Panormus and crowded its streets. It was 
the highway into Asia from Rome; its ships traded with the 
ports of Greece, Egypt, and the Levant ;* and the Ionian. 
cities poured their inquisitive population into it at its great 
1 Linquantur Phrygii—ad claras Asie volemus urbes. Catullus, Epig. xlvi. 
2 Strabo, xiv. vol. iii.ed. Kramer, Berlin, 1848; Cellarius, Notitia, ii, 80. 
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annual festival in honour of Diana. Ephestis had been visited 
by many illustrious men, and on very different errands. It 
had passed through many vicissitudes in earlier times, and 
had through its own capricious vacillations been pillaged by 
the armies of rival conquerors in succession; but it was now 
to experience a greater revolution, for no blood was spilt, and 
at the hands of a mightier hero, for truth was his only weapon. 
Cicero is profuse in his compliments to the Ephesians for the 
welcome which they gave him as he landed at their harbour 
on his progress to his government of Cilicia (Hp. ad Att. v. 13); 
but the Christian herald met with no such ovation when 
he entered their city. So truculent and unscrupulous was the 
opposition which he at last encountered, that he tersely styles 
it “fighting with wild beasts at Ephesus,” and a tumultuous 
and violent outrage which endangered his life hastened his 
ultimate departure. Scipio, on the eve of the battle of Phar- 
salia, had threatened to take possession of the vast sums 
hoarded up in the temple of Diana, and Mark Antony had 
exacted a nine years’ tax in a two years’ payment;’ but Paul 
and his colleagues were declared on high authority “not to be 
robbers of churches :”’ for their object was to give and not to 
extort, yea, as he affirms, to circulate among the Gentiles “the 
unsearchable riches of Christ.” The Ephesians had prided 
themselves in Alexander, a philosopher and mathematician, 
and they fondly surnamed him the “ Light ;” but his teaching 
had left the city in such spiritual gloom, that the apostle was 
obliged to say to them— ye were sometimes darkness ;” and 
himself was the first unshaded luminary that rose on the 
benighted province. The poet Hipponax was born at Ephesus, 
but his caustic style led men to call him o muxpos, “the bitter,” 
and one of his envenomed sayings was, “ There are two happy 
days in a man’s life, the one when he gets his wife, and 
the other when he buries her.” How unlike the genial soul 
of him of Tarsus, whose spirit so often dissolved in tears, 
and who has in “the well-couched words” of this epistle 


1 Article “ Ephesus,” Smith’s Dictionary of Greek and Roman Geography ; Perry, 
De Rebus Ephesiorum, Gittingen, 1837; or the full and interesting work of Guhl— 
iiphesiaca: Scripsit Ernestus Guhl, Phil. Dr. Berolini, 1843; Simith’s Dictionary of 
the Bible, Art. “ Ephesus.” 
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honoured, hallowed, and blessed the nuptial bond! The famed 
painter Parrhasius, another boast of the Jonian capital, has 
indeed received the high praises of Pliny (List. Nat. 35, 9) 
and Quintilian, for his works suggested “ certain canons of 
proportion,” and he has been hailed as a lawgiver in his art ; 
but his voluptuous and self-indulgent habits were only equalled 
by his proverbial arrogance and conceit, for he claimed to be 
the recipient of divine communications, Institut. xii. 10. On 
the other hand, the apostle possessed a genuine revelation 
from on high—no dim and dreamy impressions, but lofty, 
-glorious, and distinct intuitions; nay, his writings contain the 
germs of ethics and legislation for the world: but all the 
while he rated himself so low, that his self-denial was on a 
level with his humility, for he styles himself, in his letter to 
the townsmen of Parrhasius, “less than the least of all saints.”’ 

During his abode at Ephesus, the apostle prosecuted his 
work with peculiar skill and tact. The heathen forms of 
worship were not vulgarly attacked and abused, but the truth 
in Jesus was earnestly and successfully demonstrated and 
carried to many hearts; so that when the triumph of the 
gospel was so soon felt in the diminished sale of silver shrines, 
the preachers of a spiritual creed were formally absolved from 
the political crime of being “ blasphemers of the goddess.” 
The toil of the preacher was incessant. He taught “ publicly 
and ‘from house to house.” Acts xx. 20. He went forth 
“bearing precious seed, weeping ;” for “day and night” he 
warned them “ with tears.” Acts xx. 31. What ardow, 
earnestness, and intense aspiration ; what a profound agitation 
of regrets and longings stirred him when “ with many tears”’ 
he testified “ both to the Jews and.also to the Greeks repent- 
ance toward God and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ.” 
By his assiduous labours the apostle founded and built up a 
large and prosperous church. The fierce and prolonged oppo- 
sition which he encountered from “many adversaries ” (1 Cor. 
xvi. 9), and the trials which befell him through “ the lying in 
wait of the Jews” (Acts xx. 19), grieved, but did not alarm, 
his dauntless heart. The school of Tyrannus! became the 


1 For various opinions about Tyrannus, see Witsius, Meletemeta Leidensia, § viii. 8; 
Suidas, sub voce; Neander, Pflanzung, i. 359; Vitringa, de Vet. Synag. p. 187. 
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scene of daily instruction and argument, and amidst the bitter 
railing and maledictions of the Jews, the masses of the heathen 
population were reached, excited, and brought within the circle 
of evangelical influence. During this interval the new religion 
was also carried through the province, the outlying hamlets 
were visited, and the Ionian towns along the banks of the 
Cayster, over the defiles of Mount T'molus, and up the valley 
of the Meander, felt the power of the gospel ; the rest of the 
“seven churches” were planted or watered, and “ all they 
which dwelt in Asia heard the word of the Lord Jesus.” 
Demetrius excited the alarm of his guild by the constrained 
admission“ Moreover, ye see and hear that not alone at 
“Ephesus, but almost throughout all Asia—oyeddv mdons Ths 
"Acias—this Paul hath persuaded and turned away much 
people.” Acts xix. 26. 

The eloquence of the apostle was powerfully aided at this 
crisis by his miracles—duvdpers ob Tas Tuyovcas. Surprising 
results sprang from the slightest contact with the wonder- 
worker; diseases fled at.the approach of those light articles 
of his dress as the symbols or conductors of divine power; 
and the evil spirits, formally acknowledging his supremacy, 
quailed before him, and were ejected from the possessed. 
These miracles, as has been well remarked, were of a kind 
calculated to suppress and bring into contempt the magical 
pretensions for which Ephesus was so famous. None of the 
Ephesian arts were employed. No charm was needed; no 
mystic scroll or engraven hieroglyph ; there was no repetition 
of uncouth syllables, no elaborate initiation into any occult 
and intricate science by means of expensive books; but shawls _ 
and aprons—oouddpia 7) o1pixivOca—were the easy and expe- 
ditious vehicles of healing agency. The superstitious ‘ char- 
acters ”"—’Edéova ypdupara, so famous as popular amulets in 
the Eastern world and which the Megalobyzi (Hesychius, sud 
voce) and Melisse, the priests and priestesses of Artemis, had 
so carefully patronized—were shown by the contrast to be 
the most useless and stupid empiricism. Some wandering 
Jewish exorcists—a class which was common among the 
“ dispersion ’—attempted an imitation of one of the miracles, 
and used the name of Jesus as a charm. But the demoniac 
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regarded such arrogant quackery as an insult, and took 
immediate vengeance on the impostors. This sudden and 
signal defeat of the seven sons of Sceva produced a deep and 
general sensation among the Jews and Greeks, and * the 
name of the Lord Jesus was magnified.” Nay more, the 
followers of magic felt themselves so utterly exposed and out- 
done, that they “confessed and showed their deeds.” They 
were forced to bow to a higher power, and acknowledge that 
their “ curious arts”’—rd mrepuépya—were mere pretence and 
delusion. Books containing the description of the secret power 
and application of such a talisman, must have been eagerly 
sought and highly prized. Those who possessed them now 
felt their entire worthlessness, and convinced of the inutility 
and sin of studying them or even keeping them, gathered them 
and burnt them “ before all men ”’—an open act of homage to 
the new and mighty power which Christianity had established. 
among them. The smoke and flame of those rolls were a 
sacrificial desecration to Artemis—worse and more alarming 
than the previous burning of her temple by the madman 
Herostratus. The numerous and costly books were then reck- 
oned up in price, and their aggregate value was found to be 
above two thousand pounds sterling—dpyupiov pupiddas tévre. 
The sacred historian, after recording so decided a triumph, 
adds with hearty emphasis—“ so mightily grew the word of 
God and prevailed.” Acts xix. 20. 

But “no small stir”—rdpayos od« ddéyos—was made by 
the progress of Christianity and its victorious hostility to magic 
and idolatry. ‘The temple of Diana or the oriental Artemis 
had long been regarded as one of the wonders of the world. 
The city claimed the title of vewxdpos, a title which, meaning 
originally “temple-sweeper,” was regarded at length as the 
highest honour, and often engraved on the current coinage. 
Guhl, p. 124; Conybeare and Howson, vol. ii. p. 76. The 
town-clerk artfully introduced the mention of this dignity 
into the commencement of his speech, for though all the 
Tonic Hellenes claimed an interest in the temple, and it was 
often named 6 ris ’Aolas vdos, yet Ephesus enjoyed the 
special function of being the guardian or sacristan of the 
edifice. The Ephesians were quite fanatical in their admira- 
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‘tion and wardenship of the magnificent Ionic colonnades.; 
The quarries of Mount Prion had supplied the marble; the 
art and wealth of Ephesian citizens and the jewellery of 
Ephesian ladies had been plentifully contributed for its 
adornment; its hundred and twenty-seven graceful columns, 
some of them richly carved and coloured, were each the gift 
of a king; its doors, ceiling, and staircase were formed 
respectively of cypress, cedar, and vine-wood ; it had an altar 
by Praxiteles and a picture by Apelles; and in its coffers 
reposed no little of the opulence of Western Asia. Thus’ 
Xenophon deposited in it the tithe—riv Sexdrnv—which had | 
been set apart at Athens from the sale of slaves at Cerasus. 
Anab. v. 84. A many-breasted idol of wood,? rude as an 
African fetich, was worshipped in its shrine, in some portion 
of which a meteoric stone may have been inserted, the token 
of its being “ the image that fell from Jupiter ”—rod Ssome- 
robs., Still further, a flourishing trade was carried on in the 
manufacture of silver shrines—vao/—or models of a portion of 
the temple. These are often referred to by ancient writers, 
and as few strangers seem to have left Ephesus without such 
a memorial of their. visit, this artistic “ business brought no 
small gain to the craftsmen.” But the spread of Christianity 
was fast destroying such gross and material superstition and 
idolatry, for one of its first lessons was, as Demetrius rightly 
declared—‘ they be no gods which are made with hands.” 
The shrewd craftsman summoned together his brethren of the 
same occupation—réywras, épyarat—tlaid the matter before 
them, represented the certain ruin of their manufacture, and 
the speedy’ extinction of the worship of Diana of Ephesus. 
The trade was seized with a panic, and raised the uproarious 
shout—“ Great is Diana of the Ephesians!” “The whole 
city was filled with confusion.” A mob was gathered and 
seemed on the eve of effecting what Demetrius contemplated, 


1 The asylum afforded by the temple—impunitas asyla statuendi—led to great 
abuses—interfering with the regular course of justice; and in the reign of Tiberius 
that city was heard by its delegates—legati—before the Roman senate in defence of 
the sacredness of the edifice.—Tacitus, Annal. iii. 61. 

2 ToAvpwori—multimammia, Jerome, Prowm. in Ep. ad Ephes. 

3 Creuzer, Symbolih, ii. 118; Euripides, Iphig. in Tau, 977; Ovid, Faste iii, 372; 
Dionys. Halicar. ii. 71, 
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the expulsion or assassination of the apostle and his coadjutors 
by lawless violence, so that no one could be singled out or 
punished for the outrage. It would seem, too, that this tumult 
took place at that season of the year—the month of May, 
sacred to Diana, the period of the Pan-Ionic games—when 
a vast: concourse of strangers had crowded into Ephesus, so 
_ that the masses were the more easily alarmed and collected. 
The emeute was so sudden, that “the most part Knew not 
wherefore they had come together.” As usual on such ‘occa~ 
sions in the Greek cities, the rush was to the theatre, to receive 
information of the cause and character of the outbreak. (Zheat-. 
rum ubt consultare mos est. Tacitus, Hist. ii. 20.) -Two- Of - 


Paul’s companions were seized by the crowd, and the apostle," 
‘who had escaped, would himself have very willingly gone -: 


in—eis tov Siuov—and faced the angry and clamorous rabble, ~ 
if the disciples, seconded by some of the Asiarchs or presidents 
of the games, who befriended him, had not prevented him. A 
Jew named Alexander, probably the “ coppersmith,”, and, as 
a Jew, well known to be an opponent of idolatry, strove to 
address the meeting—dzrodoyeicOat to SHuw—probably to 
vindicate his own race, who had been long settled in Ephesus, 
from being the cause of the disturbance, and to cast all the 
blame upon the Christians. But his appearance was the signal 
for renewed clamour, and for two hours the theatre resounded 
with the fanatical yell—“ Great is Diana of the Ephesians.” 
The town-clerk or recorder—ypappateds—a magistrate of high 
standing and multifarious and responsible functions in these 
cities, had the dexterity to pacify and dismiss the rioters, first, 
by an ingenious admixture of flattery, and then by sound legal 
advice, telling them that the law was open, that the great, 
Hphesian assize was going. on—aryopavou &yovrar—and that all 
- charges might be formally determined before the sitting tri- 
‘bunal—“ and there are deputies—xal dvOdraror eiow ; while 
other matters might be determined—év 7 évvdm@ éxxdnoia— 
in the lawful assembly.’’ Such a scene could not fail to excite 
more inquiry into the principles of the new religion, and bring 
more converts within its pale. The divine traveller imme- | 
diately afterwards left the city. After visiting Greece, he sailed 


1 Conybeare and Howson, vol. ii. p, 80, 81. 
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for Jerusalem, and touching at Miletus, he sent for the presby- 
ters of the Ephesian church, and delivered to them the solemn 
parting charge recorded in Acts xx. 18-35. 


I1.—TITLE AND DESTINATION OF THE EPISTLE. 


It can surely be no matter of wonder that the apostle should 
afterwards correspond with a community which had such an 
origin and history as the church of Christ in Ephesus.) We 
cannot sympathize with Mr. Conybeare in his remark, that 
it “is a mysterious dispensation of providence” that Paul’s 
epistle to the metropolitan church at Ephesus “ should not 
have been preserved to us.’ or we believe that it has been 
preserved, and that we have it rightly named in the present _ 
canon of the New Testament. And such is the general testi- 
mony of the early church.. 

Great stress cannot be laid on the evidence of Ignatius. 

“In the twelfth chapter of his own epistle to the Ephesians, 
according to the longer reading, there is no distinct reference 
to the Pauline epistle, though there is a high probability of it; 
but there is an allusion to the apostle, and an intimation that 
év aon émucToAn— in the whole epistle,” he makes mention 
of them. But in the briefer form of the Ignatian composition 
—that found in a Syriac version—the entire chapter, with the 
one before and after it, is left out, and, according to the high 
authority of Bunsen’ and Cureton, they are all three decidedly 
spurious. Yet even in the Syriac version the diction is taken, 
to a great extent, from the canonical book. It abounds in 

~ such resemblances, that one cannot help thinking that Igna- 
tius, writing to Ephesus, thought it an appropriate beauty to 
enrich his letter with numerous forms of thought, style, and 
imagery, from that epistle which an inspired correspondent 
had once sent to the church in the same city. According to 
one recension, we have allusions to Eph. i. 1, in cap. ix., and 
to iv. 4 in cap. vi. . 


1 Gude, Comment. de Eccles. Ephes. Statu, Leips. 1732. 
2 Conybeare and Howson, vol. ii. p. 404, note. 
3 Tgnatius von Antiochien und Seine Zeit, p. 23, Hamburg, 1847. 
4 Corpus Ignatianum, &c., by William Cureton, M.A., F.R.S., London, 1849, 
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. Trenssus, in the second century, has numerous references to 
the epistle, and prefaces a quotation from Eph. v. 30 by these 
words—xalas 6 wardpwos Ilatrds byow, év rH mpos "Kdeciovs 
émictoAn— as the blessed Paul says in his epistle to the 
Ephesians.” Again, quoting Eph. i. 7, ii. 13-15, he begins 
by affirming—quomodo apostolus Epphestis dictt ; and similarly 
does he characterize Eph. i. 183—én epistola que ad Ephesios 
est, dicens. Again, referring to v. 13, he says, rodro 8é xal o 
Tladnos réyer. Adversus Heres. lib. v. pp. 104, 718, 734, 756. 

Nor is the testimony of Clement of Alexandria, later in 
the same century, less decisive ; for, in the fourth book of his 
Stromata, quoting Eph. v. 21, he says—6.6 cal év rh wpos 
’Edeolovs ypdiper; and in his Pedagogue he introduces a cita- 
tion from Eph. iv. 18, 14, by a similar formula—’Edeoloss 
ypaber. Opera, pp. 499, 88, Colon. 1688. His numerous 
other allusions refer it plainly to the apostle Paul. 

In the next century we find Origen, in his book against 
Celsus, referring to the epistle to the Ephesians, as first in 
order, and then to the epistles to the Colossians, Thessalonians, 
Philippians, and Romans, and speaking of all these composi- 
tions as the words of Paul—rods Tlavrov Adyous. Contra 
Celsum, lib. iii, p. 122, ed. Spencer, Cantabrigie, 1677. 
Again, in his tract On Pray ayer, he expressly refers to a state- 
ment—év 77 mpos “Eecious. 

The witness of Tertullian is in perfect agreement. For 
example, in his book De Monogamia, cap. v., he says—Dicit 
apostolus, ad Ephesios scribens, quoting Eph. i..10. Again, 
in the thirty-sixth chapter of his De Prescriptionibus, his 
appeal is in the following terms—Age jam, qui voles curiosi= 
tatem melius exercere in negotio salutis tue, percurre ecclesias 
apostolicas, apud quas tpse adhue cathedre apostolorum suis: 
locts president, apud quas tpse authentic littere eorum rect- 
tantur . . . . st potes in Astam tendere, habes Ephesum. 
Lastly, in lib. iv. cap. 5, of his work against Marcion, we find 
him saying—Videamus, quid legant Philippenses, Thessalont- 
censes, Ephesti. Opera, vol. i. p. 767, vol. ii. pp. 33, 165, ed. 
Oehler, 1854. 

Cyprian, in the next age,.is no less lucid; for, in the 
seventh chapter of the third book of his Testimonies, he uses 
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this language—Paulus apostolus ad Ephesios ; quoting iv. 30, 
31, and in his seventy-fifth epistle he records his opinion thus 
—sed et Paulus apostolus hoc idem adhuc apertius et clarius 
manifestans ad Ephesios scribit et dicit, Christus dilextt eccle- 
stam ; v. 25. Opera, pp. 280 and 133, ed. Paris, 1836. 

Such is the verdict of the ancient church. But though its 
testimony is so decisive, it is not unanimous, Still, this 
diversity of opinion only confirms the evidence of the vast 
majority. In consequence, however, of this exception, the 
question whether the common title to this epistle be the cor- 
rect one, has been matter of prolonged controversy, and a 
variety of opinion still exists among expositors and critics. 
Apart from the evidence already adduced, the settlement of 
the question depends, to a great extent, on the idea formed of 
the genuinenesss of the words év ’Edéo, in the first verse. 
The old versions are unanimous in their favour, and among 
existing MSS. only three throw any doubt upon them. “ But 
what are these among so many?” In Codex 67, they have 
been deleted by some later correctionist. In Codex B they 
stand on the margin, as an apparent supplement of the 
discovered omission by the original copyist, according to 
Hug ;} but according to Tischendorf, on whose critical acumen 
and experience we place a higher confidence, they are an evi- 
dent emendation from a second and subsequent hand.? In 
the Codex Sinaiticus yet unpublished, they are absent, but 
supplied in like manner by a later hand.? 


1“ Yuxta tantum in margine a prima manu, pari elegantia et assiduitate ac 
reliqua pars operis . . . sed charactere paullo exiliori."—De Antig. Cod. Vat. 
Commentatio, 1810, 

2“ Manu altera posteriore in margine ista suppleta sunt."—Novum Test. in loc. 
seventh ed. Also more fully in Studien und Kritiken, 1846, p. 133, 

3 Tischendorf says—Multi sunt qui codicem post ipsum scriptorem attigerunt. Alii 
certos tantum libros, alii totum codicem vel certe pleraque recensuerunt, rursus alii 
non tam recensendo textui quam supplementis quibusdam studuerunt, ut Ammonii 
Eusebiique numeris addendis, Qua de re accuratiora in Prolegomenis dabimus. Js 
qui h. 1. ev sgeow supplevit, item ad finem evang. Lucae zas aveges. ess vov ovgavev, totum 
N. T. recensuit. Saeculo vixisse videtur sexto exeunte vel septimo atque in 
numero correctorum eorum qui imprimis in censum veniunt quartum Jocum occupat. 
In brevi adnotatione critica textui paginarum duodeviginti addita nobis dicitur 
corr. Ex re enim esse visum est ut correctores et aetate et scriptura et indole cog- 
nati uno ecodemque numero comprehendantur, nec nisi ubi certo distingui possunt 
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Origen, as quoted in Cramer’s Catena, says—ém) pdver 
"Edeciwv etpouev xeluevov, Td “rots aryiots Tols ovat'” Kat 
Enroduev ef ph wapédxes mpocKeipevov Td “Tots ayiots Tobs 
odor,” rh ddvaras onualver Gpa odv eb un @orrep év TH EFOSw 
dvowa hyow éavtod 6 ypnuatitov Mace 7d dv, obras of 
HeréxovTes TOD dyros, ylvovrat SvTes, KaNovpEVoL oiovel eK TOD 
pny elvas els Td elvar “ é€edeEato yap 6 Beds Ta ji) dvra,” 
nov 6 avtos Tlatdos, “ta ra dvta Katapynon.”— We 
found the phrase ‘to the saints that are,’ occurring only 
in the case of the Ephesians, and we inquire what its 
meaning may be. Observe then whether, as He who revealed 
His name to Moses in Exodus calls His name I am, so they 
who are partakers of the I am, are those who be, being called 
out of non-existence into existence—for God, as Paul himself 
says, chose the things that are not that He might destroy the 
things that are.” ‘This, however, must be compared with the 
references in Origen previously given by us. 

The declaration of Basil of Cappadocia, not unlike that of 
Origen, has often been quoted and discussed. The object of 
Basil is to show that thé Son of God cannot be said to be 
begotten é& ov« dvtwv, because he is dvtws av; for while the 
Gentiles who know Him not are called ov« dvra, his own 
people are expressly named of éyres. The following is his 
proof from Scripture, and he must have been sadly in lack of 
argument when he could resort to it: ’ANA@ Kal Tols "Edeclous 
émiaTéAdov &s yunolos jvopévois TO dvTe Ov emiyvocens, 
dvras avtovs idtalovTas @vopacer, eitrav* Tots arylots Tots ‘ott 
kal miotois vy Xpict@ "Iycod: obtw yap Kab ot mpd hud 
TapaceooKact, Kal tuels év Tols wahaois TOV ayTIypddwv 
edpjxapev. “But also writing to the Ephesians, as being 
truly united by knowledge to Him wuo 1s; he calls them in 
a special sense THOSE WHO ARE, saying, T’o the saints rois 
_ovot WHO ARE, and the faithful in Christ Jesus. For thus 
those before us have transmitted it, and we have found it in 
the ancient copies.” No little refinement and subtlety have 
been employed in the analysis of these words. It does not 
singulatim indicentur. Notitia Editionis Codicis Bibliorum Sinaitici, page 19, 


Lipsiw, 1860. — 
1 Contra Eunomium, lib. ii. cap. 19; Opera, ed. Garnier, tom. i. p. 254-55. 
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much concern the critical fact which Basil states, whether, 
with L’Enfant, Wolf, and Lardner, we understand him as 
basing his argument on the article roi; or whether, with 
Wiggers, we regard him as discovering his mystical exegesis 
in the participle ofow; or whether, with Michaelis and 
Koppe, we hold that trois otot is the phrase on which the 
absurd emphasis is placed. The fact is plain, that in ancient 
MSS. handed down from”previous centuries, he had found the 
first verse without the words év ’Edéo, and thus—rois odce 
kal mootots. Had the phrase év "Edéow occurred in the 
clause, Basil’s ingenuity could have found neither impulse 
nor pabulum ; and there is no proof that it ever stood in the 
verse in any other position than that occupied by it in the 
majority of Codices. Saints, says the father, are there called 
ot dvres—they who are—that is, persons in actual posses- 
sion of spiritual existence; and they receive this appellation 
after Him wHo 1s—6é @y—the Being of pure and underived 
essence. The omission of the words év ’Edéo@ could only 
warrant such a phantasy, for otherwise the statement might 
have been founded as well on the initial verses of the epistles 
to Rome or Philippi. The sum of Basil’s statement is, that 
in the early copies which he had consulted, év "E¢éom was 
wanting; but the inference is, that the words existed in the 
copies then in common circulation, nay, that the father him- ~ 
self looked upon the epistle as inscribed to the church in 
Ephesus. At the same time, Basil does not state how many old 
copies he saw, nor in what countries they originated, nor what 
was their general character for accuracy. The corroborative 
assertion that himself had seen them, would seem to indicate 
that they were neither numerous nor of easy access. He does 
not appeal to the received and ordinary reading of the verse, 
but prides himself on a various reading which he had dis- 
covered in ancient copies, and which does not seem to have 
been commonly known, and he finally interposes his own 
personal inspection and veracity as the only vouchers of his 
declaration, . 
The statement of Jerome is not dissimilar. In his Com- - 
mentary on Ephesians i. 1, he says—Quédam curtostus quam. 
necesse est, putant ex eo, quod Moyst dictum sit: Hee dices 
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filits Israel, qui est. misit me, etiam eos, qui Ephest sunt, sancti 
et fideles essentie vocabulo nuncupatos, ut ab eo qui est; hi qui 
sunt appellentur. Alit vero simpliciter non ad eos qui sunt, sed 
qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sunt, seriptum arbitrantur. Opera, 
ed. Vallarsius, tom. vii. p. 543. “ Some, with an excessive 
refinement, think from what was said to Moses— These words 
shalt thou say to the children of Israel, HE wo Is has sent 
me ’——that the saints and faithful at Ephesus are addressed by 
a term descriptive of essence, as if from him wHo Is, they had 
been named THEY WHO ARE. Others, indeed, suppose that 
the épistle was written not simply to those WHO ARE, but to 
those WHO ARE AT EPHESUS, saints and faithful.” The lan- 
guage of Jerome does not warrant, so explicitly as that of 
Basil, the supposition that he found any copies wanting the 
words in Ephesus. At the same time, it is a strange mis- 
apprehension of Béttger (Beitrdge, &c. ill. p. 37) and Ols- 
hhausen to imagine, that Jerome did not himself adopt the 
common reading, when he expressly delivers his opinion in 
the very quotation. One would almost think, with Meyer, 
that Jerome speaks of persons who gave ovo a pregnant sense, 
though it stood in connection with év ’E¢éow; but the origina- 
tion of such an exegesis in this verse only, and in none others 
of identical phraseology, surpasses our comprehension for its 
absurdity and caprice.. Probably Jerome records the mere 
fact or existence of such an interpretation, though he might 
not have seen, and certainly does not mention, any MSS. on 
whose peculiar omission it might have been founded. He 
would, in all likelihood, have pointed out the origin of the 
quaint exegesis from the absence of the local designation, if he 
had known it; and the apparent curtositas of the explanation 
lay in the fact, that ro?s odow had an evident and natural 
connection with év ’E¢éow. Such a hypothesis appears to be 
warranted by the order in which he arranges the words in his 
Latin version—qui Ephest sunt sancti et fideles—as if in order 
to give countenance to the alleged interpretation, the words 
ev ’Edéow had, in construing the sentence, been dislodged 
from their proper position. The probability is, however, that 
Jerome refers to the passage from Origen already quoted; for 
in his preface he says—Illud quoque in prefatione commoneo 
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ut sciatis Origenem tria volumina in hane epistolam conscrip- 
sisse, quem et nos ex parte sequutt sumus. 

The general unanimity of the ancient church is algo seen in 
the peculiar and offensive prominence which was given to 
Marcion’s fabrication. This heresiarch, among his other inter- 
polations, altered the title of the epistle, and addressed it to 
the Laodiceans—mpés Aaodixéas. One of the most acute and 
vigorous of the ancient fathers thus describes and brands the 
forgery— Pretereo hic et de alia epistola quam nos ad Ephesios 
prescriptam habemus, heeretict vero ad Laodicenos. 
Ecclesie quidem. veritate epistolam istam ad Ephesios habemus 
emissam, non ad Laodicenos: sed Marcton ef titulum aliquando 
interpolare gestitt, quast et in tsto diligentissimus explorator. 
Nihil autem de titulis interest, cum ad omnes apostolus scrip- 
serit, dum ad guosdam—“TI pass by in this place another 
epistle in our possession addressed to the Ephesians, but the 
heretics have inscribed it to the Laodiceans .. . . According 
to the true testimony of the church, we hold this epistle. to 
have been sent to the Ephesians. But Marcion. sometimes 
had a strong itching to change the title, as if in that matter 
he had been a very diligent inquirer. The question about 
titles is of no great moment, since the apostle wrote to all 
when he wfote to some.” Advers. Marcion, lib. v. cap. 11, 17.5 
Opera, ed. Oehler, vol. ii. pp. 309, 323. We think it a strained 
inference on the part of Meyer, that Tertullian did not: read 
év ’Edéo in his copies, since in such a case he would have 
appealed not to the testimony of the church, but to the words 
of the sacred text. But the testimony of the church and the 
testimony of the text were really identical, for it was only on 
the text as preserved by the church that. her testimony could 
be intelligently based. By “title” in the preceding extract 
we understand, in accordance with Tertullian’s usus-loquendi, 
the supersoription prefixed to the epistle, not the address con- 
tained in ver.1, But if Marcion changed the extra-textual 
title, consistency must soon have obliged him also to alter 
the reading of the salutation, and change év ’E¢éa@ into éy 
Aaodixeiga. Tertullian, then, means to say, that Marcion in 
his critical tamperings had interfered with the constant and 
universal title of this epistle, and that he did this as the 


EPHESUS OR LAODICEA. XXlil 


avowed result of minute inquiry and antiquarian research 
(quasi diligentissimus explorator). We know not on what his 
judgment was founded. He may have found the epistle in 
circulation at Laodicea, or,.as Pamelius conjectures in his 
notes on Tertullian, it was the interpretation he attached to 
Col. iv. 16—“ And when this epistle is read among you, 
cause that it be read also in the church of the Laodiceans ; 
and that ye likewise read the epistle from Laodicea.”” Mar- 
cion’s view was not only in contradiction of the whole church, 
but his other literary misdemeanors throw a suspicion at 
once on the motives of his procedure, and on the sobriety and 
trustworthiness of his judgment. 

The result of the whole inquiry is, that in, some ancient 
copies the words év ’Edéow did not exist, and that some 
theologians built a doctrine upon the words of the clause as 
read with the omission ; that the.omission was not justified by 
the current MSS. in the third and fourth centuries; that the 
judgment of the ancient church, with such slight exceptions, 
regarded the epistle as inscribed to the Ephesians ; and that 
one noted heretic imagined that the current title should. be 
changed, and the inspired letter inscribed to the Laodiceans. 

It seems strange indeed that this last opinion should have 
been adopted by any succeeding writers. Yet we find that 
several critics hold the view that the epistle was meant for 
the church at Laodicea, among whom are Grotius, Mill, Du 
Pin, Wall, Archbishop Wake, the younger Vitringa,’ Venema, 
Crellius, Wetstein, Pierce, Benson, Whiston, Paley,? Gres- 
well,? Huth*, Holzhausen, Rabiger5, and Constable. The 
only plausible argument for the theory is, that there are no 
personal references or salutations in the epistle—a circumstance 
supposed to be scarcely compatible with the idea of its being 
sent to Ephesus, a city in which Paul had lived and laboured, 
but quite in harmony with the notion of an epistle to the 

1 Dissertatio de. genuino titulo epistola D.P. que vulgo inscribitur ad Ephesios, 
" pp. 247-879. Franequera, 1731. 

2 Hore Paulina, c. vi. 

2 Dissertations upon a Harmony of the Gospels, vol. iv. pp. 208, 217. Sec. Ed. 

4 Epistola ex Laodicea in encyclica ad Ephesios asservata. Erlang. 1751. 


5 De Christologia Paulina, p. 47. Vratislavie, 1852. 
6 Essays Critical and Theological, p. 77. London, 1859. 
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church in Laodicea, in which the apostle is supposed to have 
been a stranger. But such a hypothesis cannot set aside the 
all but unanimous voice of Christian antiquity. And how 
‘came it. that out of all copies Laodicea has dropt, and that it 
is found in no early MS. or version, and that no ancient critic 
but Marcion ever dreamed of exchanging the local terms? 
Again if Col. iv. 16 be appealed to in the phrase “ the epistle 
from Laodicea,” then if that is to be identified with the present 
Ephesian letter, it. must have been written long prior to the 
epistle to Colosse—a conjecture at variance with many internal 
proofs'and allusions; for the so-called epistle to Ephesus and 
that to Colosse were composed about the same period, and . 
despatched by the same trusty messenger, Tychicus. And 
how should the apostle command the Colossian church to 
salute in his name the brethren of Laodicea, if the Laodiceans 
had received such a communication by the very same mes- 
senger who carried the letter to Colosse, and who was charged. 
to give them all minute particulars as to the apostle’s welfare 
and thus comfort their hearts ? 

It is also to be borne in mind, that Marcion does not fully 
bear out this theory usually traced to him; for according to 
Epiphanius, while he had some parts, uépn, of an epistle to the 
Laodiceans, he put into his canon as, the seventh of Paul’s 
epistles that to the Ephesians—é@ddun pos "Edecious. Heres. 
xlii. cap. 9, p. 310, ed. Petavius; Paris, 1662. Whatever 
may be meant, in Col. iv. 16, by the epistle from Laodicea, it is 
plain that it cannot, as Stier supposes, be the epistle before us ; 
and plainer still, that it cannot be the brief and tasteless 
forgery which now passes under the name of an Epistle to the 
Laodiceans. 

Another hypothesis which has received a very large support 
is, that the epistle is an encyclical letter—a species of inspired 
circular not meant for any special church, but for a variety of 
connected communities. The idea was originated by Usher, 
in his Annales Veteris et Novi Testamentt, under the year 64 
A.D.— Ubi notandum, in antiquis nonnullis codicibus (ut ex 
Basilit libro wt. adversis Eunomium, et Hieronymi in hune 
Apostoli locum commentario, apparet) generatim inscriptam 
futsse hanc epistolam rots arylous, tots odet, Kal miarois ev Xpiat@ 
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"Incod, vel (ut in litterarum encyclicarum descriptione fiert 
solebat) sanctis qui sunt... . et fidelibus in Christo Jesu, 
ac si Hphesum primd, ut precipuam Asie metropolim, missa ea 
fuisset ; transmitienda inde ad reliquas (intersertis singularum 
nominibus) ejusdem provincia ecclesias: ad quarum aliquas, 
quas Paulus ipse nunquam viderat, illa ipsius verba potissimtum 
spectaverint. His idea has been followed by a whole host of 
scholars and critics, by Garnier, in his note to the place cited 
in Basil,! by Ziegler,? Hanlein,? Justi,* and Schmid, by such 
writers of “ Introductions’ as Michaelis, Hichhorn, Bertholdt, 
Credner, Schneckenburger, Hug, Feilmoser, Cellerier, Guerike, 
Horne, Béttger, Schott, and Neudecker, also by Neander, 
Hemsen, Schrader, Liinemann, Anger,’ Wiggers, Conybeare, . 
and Burton, and by the commentators Bengel, Harless, Boeh- 
_mer, Zachariae, Riickert, Matthies, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Bloomfield, Meier, Macknight, Stier, and Bisping. 
These authors agree generally that Ephesus was not the 
exclusive recipient of the epistle, and the majority of them 
incline, in the face of all evidence, to hold the words év 
’"Edéo@ as a spurious interpolation. Others, such as Beza, 
Turner, Harless, Boehmer, Schott, Liinemann,’ Wiggers,’ 
Schrader, Ellicott, Schaff,? and Hodge, reject this line of 
proof, and build their argument on another foundation — 
believing that Ephesus received the epistle, but that some 
daughter-churches in the immediate vicinity were associated 

with it. To such an opinion there is less objection, though — 
while it seems to solve some difficulties, it suggests others. 
The advocates of the encyclical character of the epistle are 
not agreed among themselves. Many suppose that the 


i The treatises by the most of these authors are well known: some of them may 
be noted, 

2 In Henke’s Magazin. iv. 2, p. 225, 

3 Commentat. de lectoribus, quibus epistola Pauli que ad Ephesios missa traditur, 
vere scripta esse videatur. Erlang. 1797. 

4 Vermischte Behandlungen, vol. ii. p. 81. 

5 Uber den Laodicenerbrief, Leipz. 1843, replied to in Zeller’s Theol. Jahrbuch 
for 1844, p. 199. 

6 De epistole quam Paulus ad Ephesios dedisse perhibetur authentia, primis lec- 
toribus, argumento summo ac consilio. Gétting. 1842. 

7 Studien und Kritiken, 1841-42, p. 423. 

8 History of the Apostolic Church, vol. ii. p. 380, Edinburgh, 1854. 
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apostle. left a blank space—rois otow. . . kal moots, and 
that the name of the intended place was filled in either by 
Paul himself in the several copies ere they were despatched, 
or by Tychicus as opportunity prompted, or that copies were 
transcribed in Ephesus with the proper address inserted in each. 
Each of these hypotheses is shaged to serve an end—to explain 
why so many Codices have év ’Eq@éoq, and none év Aaodcxelg. 
There are some who believe that no blank room was originally 
left at all, but that the sentence is in itself complete. With 
such an extraordinary view, the meaning differs according as 
ovoty ig joined to the preceding ayiors or the following muoTois. 
Meier and Credner join otcw to microis, and render den 
Heiligen, die auch getreu sind—* the saints who are also faith- 
ful,” an interpretation which cannot be sustained. See under 
i..1, pp. 8,4. Credner propounds a worse view, and regards 
meorors as signifying genuine Pauline Christians. Schnecken- 
burger and Matthies connect odow with dryloss, the latter giving 
a sense—welche da sind—which Bengel had already advanced 
—gui presto sunt—that is, as he explains it, in the places 
which Tychicus was under commission to visit. Schneck- 
enburger renders to the saints who are really so—den Heiligen 
die es in der That sind. Gresswell holds a similar view; but 
the numerous so-called similar Greek formule which he adduces 
are not in point. Now the usual exordiums of the apostle are 
fatal to these hypotheses, for in them not only is the place of 
destination named, even though, as in the case of Galatia, it 
include a province or circuit of churches, but the participle is 
simply used along with the local name and without pregnant 
emphasis. ; 

How the words, év ’Edéow, came to be dropt out of the text, 
as Basil affirms, we know not. Perhaps some early copyist 
seeing the general nature of the epistle, left out the formula, to 
give it the aspect of universal applicability. Or, the churches 
“in Asia” claiming an interest in the apostle and his letters 
might have copies without the special local designation; or, 
as Wieseler suggests, the tendency of the second century to 
take away personal reference out of the New Testament, may 
have led to the omission, just as the words év ‘Poy are left 
out in several MSS. of the Epistle to the Romans, i. 7. 
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External evidence is thus wholly against the. notion that 
either Laodicea by itself, or Ephesus with a noted cluster of 
sister communities, was the designed and formal recipient of 
this epistle. Nor is the result of internal proof more in favour 
of such hypotheses. It is argued that the apostle sends no 
greetings to Ephesus—a very strange omission, as he had 
laboured there three years, and must have known personally 
the majority of the members of the church. But the argument 
is two-edged, for Paul’s long years of labour at Ephesus must 
have made him acquainted with so many Christian people 
there, that their very number may have prevented him from 
sending any salutation. A roll far longer than the epistle itself 
might have been filled, and yet the list would have by no 
means been exhausted. Omissions. might have given offence, 
aud Tychicus, who was from the same province, seems to have 
been charged with all such private business. In churches 
where the apostle knew only a few prominent individuals, they 
are greeted, as in Philippi, Colosse, Rome, and Corinth. It 
is also objected that an air of distance pervades the epistle, and 
that it indicates nothing of that familiarity which the previous 
three years’ residence must certainly have induced. This idea 
is no novelty. Theodoret, in the preface to his Exposition, 
refers to some who were led to suppose from such language 
that Paul wrote this letter before he had visited the Ephesians 
at all. Huthalius! and the author of the Synopsis of sacred 
Scripture found in the works of Athanasius,’ express a similar 
opinion. To such statements, either in their simple or more 
exaggerated form, we certainly demur, as the proofs adduced 
‘in their behalf do by no means sustain them. The expression 
in i, 15 has been usually fixed on—“ Wherefore I also, after 
I heard of your faith in the Lord Jesus, and love unto all the 
saints.” But this statement is no proof that Paul was a 
stranger. It rather indicates the reverse, as may be seen by 
consulting our comment on the place. Dr. Davidson and 
others instance the similar use of dxodcas in the letter to 
Philemon, so that the inference based on the use of the 
term in Ephesians cannot be justified. The same remarks 


1 Zacagnii, Collectanea Monumentorum Vet. Eccles. &c. p. 524. Paria, 1698. 
2 Athanasius, Opera, tom. iii. p. 191, ed. Benedict. Paris, 1698. 
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apply to other passages commonly adduced to prove the 
encyclical nature of the Ephesian epistle. In iii. 2 the 
apostle says—elye nxovcare, rendered by some— ‘if ye 
have heard of the dispensation of grace committed to me for 
you.” But the phraseology does not express doubt. Con- 
stable maintains that eiye everywhere has the idea of doubt 
attached to it. Hssays, p. 90. But the statement is unguarded, 
as the particle puts the matter in a hypothetical shape, and 
by its use and position takes for granted the truth of what is 
stated or assumed. Klotz-Devarius ii. p. 308. Constable also 
refers to the commendation given to Tychicus, vi. 21, as if 
that implied that he was a stranger. But Tychicus might be 
of Asia, and yet not of Ephesus—while the eulogy pronounced 
upon him is a species of warrant, that whatever he said about 
the apostle and his private affairs to them might be absolutely 
credited ; for he was intimate with the apostle—“ beloved”’ 
—and he was trusty, On the other hand, there are not a few 
distinct intimations of the writer’s personal knowledge of those 
whom he addressed. He writes to them as persons whom he 
‘knew as sealed with the Spirit, as exhibiting the possession 
of faith and love—the Gentile portion of them as one with 
the believing Jews—as so well acquainted with him that they 
were prone to faint at his sufferings, as having enjoyed distinct 
and plenary instruction, and as taking such a deep interest 
in his personal affairs, that they would be comforted by the 
appearance of T'ychicus. And these statements are also direct 
language, pointedly addressed to one community, and not 
vaguely to an assemblage of churches, unless they were 
regarded as one with it. In short, the letter is intended for 
advanced Christians; and such surely were those, so many of 
whom had for so long a period enjoyed instruction from the 
apostle’s own lips. Some years had elapsed since he had been 
at Ephesus, and, perhaps, on that account personal reminis~ 
cences were not inserted into the communication. “Nothing,” 
as Dr. Davidson says, “is more unjust than to restrict the 
apostle of the Gentiles, in his writings, to one unvarying 
method.” The opinion of Wetstein, Liinemann, and De 
Wette, that this epistle is written to Gentile converts, while 
the church at Ephesus was composed principally of Jews, 
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is not according to the facts of the history, nor according 
to the language of the epistle. It is true that the first 
members of that church were Jews, and that the twelve 
converted disciples of John seem to have formed its nucleus. 
But was not Paul forced to leave the synagogue? and 
what raised the ferment about the falling off in the sale of 
shrines? Still we cannot accede to some commentators and 
Dr. Davidson, that when Paul, in the first chapter, uses 
qets he means himself and the Jewish converts ; but when 
he employs dels, the Gentile disciples are alone intended. 
There is no hint that such is the case; and is it solely for the 
Gentile Christians that the magnificent prayer in the first 
chapter is presented? There is nothing so distinctive about 
““we’’as to confine it to Jews, or about “ye” as to restrict 
it to heathens, save where, as in ii. 11, the apostle marks 
the limitation himself. 

Timothy indeed is mentioned in the salutation to the Colos- 
sians, but not in that to the Ephesians. But this fact affords 
no argument against us; for no matter in what form the solu- 
tion is offered, whether Timothy be supposed to have been 
absent from. Rome, or to have been in Ephesus, or to have 
been a. stranger at the time to the Ephesian church—no 
matter which hypothesis is adopted, the absence of the name 
does not prove the encyclical character of the epistle. There 
may be many reasons unknown to us why Timothy’s name 
was left out. If Timothy came to Ephesus soon after the 
arrival of the epistle, Tychicus might have private information 
to communicate about him, or have a letter from himself. So 
that as his personal teaching was so soon to be enjoyed, this 
epistle emanates solely from the great apostle. 

We are therefore brought to the conclusion that the epistle 
was really meant for and originally entituled to the church 
at Ephesus. The strong external evidence is not weakened 
_ by internal proof or statement; the seal and the superscription 
are not contradicted by the contents, Such was the opinion of 
the ancient church as a body, as seen in its MSS., quotations, 
commentaries, and all its versions; of the mediseval church ; 
and in more modern times of the commentators Calvin, Bucer, 
Wolf, Estius, Crocius, Piscator, Cocceius, Witsius, Zanchius, 
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Bodius, Rollock, Aretius, Van Til, Réell, Quandt, Fergusson, 
Dickson, Chandler, Whitby, Lardner, and more recently of 
Cramer, Morus, Meyer, Davidson, Stuart,} Alexander,? Rinck,? 
Wurm,* Wieseler,’ Alford, Newland, and Wordsworth. 


III.—GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE, 


The proofs that the apostle Paul wrote this letter are 
stronger still than those which vouch for the correctness of its 
present title. It may be doubted, with Meyer, whether at 
least the first of the two citations usually adduced from the 
twelfth chapter of Polycarp’s letter to the Philippians be one 
from this epistle, since it may be regarded as taken from the 
Old Testament; and perhaps the formula introducing both is 
more usually employed in reference to the Old Testament 
than the New. Patres Apostolict, ed. Jacobson, vol. ii. p. 487. 
In the first chapter of the same letter there is a quotation from 
Eph. ii. 8, 9—6rt yapuri éore ceowopévot, ov« €& &pywv. Id. vol. 
ii, p. 466. Besides the authorities already given, we might 
refer to Origen, who, in his Commentary on John, says—IIds 
6 IladXos dyol mov, kai jueOa téxva dices dpyjs. Again, in 
his Commentary on Matthew, he refers to Eph. v. 32, under 
the same heading—os IIatros dyolv. Commentaria, ed. 
Huet. vol. i. p. 497, ii. p. 315. From Polycarp downwards, 
through the succession of patristic correspondents, apologists, 
and commentators, the evidence is unanimous, and even Mar- 
cion did not secede from this catholic unity, nor apparently 
did the Valentinians. Ireneeus, Adv. Heres.,§ i. 8,5. The 
heretics, as well as the orthodox, agreed in acknowledging 
the Pauline authorship. The quotations already adduced in 
reference to the title, are, at the same time, a sample of the 
overwhelming evidence. But De Wette, Usteri, Baur, and 


1 Notes to Fosdick’s English Translation of Hug’s Introduction, p. 757, Andover, 
1836. 

2In Kitto’s Cyclopedia; Art. Epistle to the Ephesians, 

3 Studien und Kritiken, 1849, p. 946—under the title Kann der Epheserbrief an 
die Gemeinde zu Ephesus gerichtet seyn? von W. Fr. Rinck, Pfarrer Zu Grenzbach 
im Badischen Oberlande. 

4 Tubin. Streitschriften, 1833, p. 97. 

- § Chronologie des Apust. Zeitalt. p. 442, &e. 
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Schwegler, have risen up against this confronting host of 
authorities, and cast suspicion on the Pauline origin. Hwald, 
too, in his die Sendschreiben des Apostel Paulus, &c., omits the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, and regards the salutations in the 
last chapter of Romans as a fragment of an epistle sent to 
Ephesus. Not that there is any external fact in their favour ; 
nor that any ancient writer falters in his belief, or hints that any 
of his predecessors or contemporaries had the least hesitation. 
Nay, the evidence may be traced back to the first link: for 
the apostle John lived long at Ephesus, and there Polycarp 
must have learned from him that Paul was the author; while 
Irenzus, who is so decided in his testimony, enjoyed the tuition 
of Polycarp. And what shall we say of the additional witness 
of Ignatius and Origen, of Clement and Tertullian, Basil and 
Cyprian? But these German critics have a test of their own, 
and they apply it at once, not to the external history or chain 
of proof, but to the contents of the epistle. So thoroughly do 
they believe themselves imbued with the spirit and idiom of 
the inspired writer, that they can feel at once, and by an infalli- 
ble sense, whether any composition ascribed to him be génuine 
or spurious. They may not be able to detail the reasons of 
their critical feeling, but they rely with calm self-possession on 
their eesthetical instincts. 

De Wette adduces against the genuineness of this epistle, 
its dependency (Abhangigkett) on that to the Colossians—a 
thing, he says, without example, except in the case of the 
first Epistle to Timothy which is also spurious. This epistle 
is only a mere “ verbose expansion ’—wortreiche Hrwetterung 
—of that to the Colossians, and besides there are against it the 
employment of unusual words, phrases, parentheses, digres- 
sions, and pleonasms, and an indefinite Unpauline colour and 
complexion, both in doctrine and diction. Hinleit. in N. T. 
§ 146. Take a sample of the resemblances from the first 
chapters of both epistles :-— 


EPHESIANS. COLOSSIANS. 
"4. 4—eFvoer qutis coy tous noel duei- i, 22—Tlupaorjocs tutis cytoug 
uous narevwmioy avrod. Kool GLa Lous nal dvEeynAHroug nore 
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i, 7—'Ev @ exgowev ray daroAtrn 
ewow dice Tov aimaros abrov, ray 
CDEC THY Topumraoc>ra. 

i, 10—Ris oixovosiav rod wAnpu- 
arog Ta noUpoV, cyanEeporcse- 
cucra: re wdvre ev ry Xprorg, re 
ey rorg olpavors xual r& em) ris vis, 
ey aura. 

i, 21—'Yaepdva wdong apyiis 
noel Eovotas rol Ouved wens xa) nupto~ 
rnros nol words dvéaros dvomolo- 
feévou ob pLovov ey rq aid rovrw 
AKG wal ev Tg MEArOVTH. 


OF THE EPISTLE. 


COLOSSIANS. 

i. 1d—'Ev & eyomsey ray ceroau 
TPUW, TAY EPEC TEV Caprio. 

1. 20—Kal Of adrod dronurar- 
Adkos vc advra cig abrdy, sipnvo- 
woinous Oi Tou aimaros Tov oraupod — 
abrot, Of abrol, ire re eal ris ys 
eire ree ey rors obpavors. 

i, 16-18—"Ori év airy exriodn 
ro, rdvre, ree ey Trois OUpavols nal Te 
én) TIS VIG, Te Opuree nal re dbpare, 
efre Spévos etre nupiornres e/re apyol 
elre eCouciou. re evra OF abrod xo 


cig abby txrioras. “Keel adrig éorw 

po wévrav nol rae Thyra ev airy 

ovvéornuey. "Kat wbrés éori.4 nep- 

AAR TOU Cwmaros, TIS exxAnolas* 65 

eer hpyn, MPUTOroKos Ex Tov vExpodY, 

iva, yevnros ev wtow alrds Tpwrevmv. 

These resemblances are not so strong as to warrant the idea 
of imitation. The thought and connection are different in 
both epistles. Thus in Eph.-i. 4 perfection is presented as 
the end or ideal of the eternal choice; but in Col. 1. 22 it is 
held out as the result of Christ’s death. The forgiveness of 
sins in Eph. i. 7 is introduced differently from Col. i. 14, though 
in both places it is in natural connection with Christ; in the 
first as a sequence of predestination, but in the second as an 
element of redemption, and as introductory to a description of 
the Redeemer’s person: The references to the final effects of 
Christ’s death, in the two epistles, are also different, both in 
introduction and aspect ; it is re-capitulation in Eph. i. 10, 
and reconciliation in Col. i. 20. In Eph. i. 21 the apostle 
pictures Christ’s official exaltation over all the heavenly hosts, 
but in Col. i. 16, 18 he represents Christ as Creator, and there- 
fore Head or Governor by essential and personal right. In 
both epistles Christ is xefarz, and the church is c@ua;. but 
the accompanying illustration is different. ; 
Other similar terms are selected by De Wette—Asjpoya, 
Eph. i. 283—Col. i. 19, 11.95 puorjpsov, Eph. i. 9—Col. i. 26; 


OBJECTIONS OF DE WETTE. Xxx 


- kal iuas 6vras, Eph. ii. 1—Col. i. 13. Then come such phrases, 
as TepiToun Yxecpotrointos, Eph. ii. 11—srepiroud) dyetporroin- 
ros, Col. ii. 11; amrndXorTpiwpévot, Eph. ii. 12, and Col. i. 21; 
év Sdypacw, Kph. ii. 15, and in Col. ii. 14; dmoxaradrdéat, 
Eph, ii. 16, and Col. i, 20. These resemblances, like the 
previous ones, are however in connections so different that 
they are proofs of originality, and not of imitation. 

De Wette finds many other parallels, both in the thoughts 
of the general sections, and also in particular phrases; those 
in Ephesians being moulded from those in Colossians. Thus 
the paragraph, iii. 1-21, is said to be from Col. i. 24-29, and 
the practical section, Eph. iv. 17—-vi. 20, is alleged to be from 
Col. iii, 5—iv. 4. Still these and many other similarities 
adduced by the objector are by no means close; some of them 
are not even striking parallels, and they have no tame or ser- 
vile air about them. The passages in Ephesians are as bold, 
free, and natural, as they are in Colossians. There is nothing 
about them betraying imitation; nothing like a cautious or 
artistic selection of Pauline phrases, and setting them anew, 
as if to disguise the theft and trick out a spurious letter. Even 
Baur, who denies the Pauline authority of both epistles, admits 
that both may have had the same author. Paulus, p. 455— 
Dass der Epheserbrief in einem secunddren Verhaliniss zum 
Colosserbrief steht, geht aus allem klar hervor, ob er aber viel 
spdter geschrieben ist und einem andern zum Verfasser hat kann 
bezweifelt werden. Sollien nicht beide Briefe zusammen als 
Briiderpaar in die Welt ausgegangen seyn? Besides, as Meyer 
has remarked, so far from Ephesians being a verbose expan- 
sion of Colossians, as De Wette asserts, it shows in several 
places a brevity of allusion where there is fuller statement in 
Colossians, Compare Eph. i. 15, 17—Col. i. 8-63 Eph. 
iv. 32—Col. ii. 12-14. The apostle’s use of the quotation 
from the 68th Psalm, in iv. 8, is brought against him by 
De Wette, and, if so, what then shall we say of Rom. x. 6 
and x. 18? The quotation in v. 14 is said by De Wette 
to be from an unbiblical writing, and therefore unapostolic 
in manner; but it is rather a free quotation from Isa. lx. 1, 
and is not without parallel even in the gospels. Matt. ii. 
15, 23. Objections are also taken to the demonology, ii. 2, 
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vi. 12, that it is exceptional; and to the characteristic epithets 
or clauses connected with the name of God, that they are 
singular, as in i, 17, iii, 9, 15, &c. Other peculiarities, as 
the prohibition of stealing and the comparison of Christ to 
a bridegroom, are brought forward for the same end. We 
may reply that not only are such representations apostolic, 
but that they are also Pauline, for in other Pauline writings, 
in some form or other, they find a place. The Epistle to the 
Ephesians has certainly no system of dogmas or circle of allu- 
sions peculiar to itself. It does in some points resemble that 
to the Colossians—but surely if two letters are. written by 
the same person, about the same period, and upon kindred 
subjects, similarity of diction will inevitably occur. It would 
be the merest affectation to seek to avoid it, nor do the strictest 
notions of inspiration forbid it, The mind insensibly vibrates 
under the influence of former themes, and the earlier language 
unconsciously intrudes itself. And if the topics, though gene- 
rally similar, are specifically different, we expect in the style 
generic resemblances, but specific variations. De Wette edited 
the correspondence of Luther, but he has not rejected any. 
letter, which, written in the same month with a previous one 
upon some similar themes, is not unlike it in spirit and phrase. 
Such a phenomenon occurs in this epistle, for many of its 
verses contain diction somewhat similar to correspondent pas- 
sages in Colossians. It is like that to the Colossians, and yet 
unlike it—not with the tawdry and dull similarity of imitation, 
disguised by the artful sprinkling of a few discrepancies ; but 
it has that likeness which springs from unity of contempo- 
raneous origin and theme, and that difference which results, at 
the same time, from living independent thought. And if it 
do contain un-Pauline thoughts and diction, how came it to be 
received ? how was the forgery not detected? The reasoning 
against its genuineness seems to be on this wise.—It is so 
like Colossians that it cannot be an original document; but it 
is also so unlike other Pauline letters, that it cannot be ascribed 
to Paul. The statement neutralizes itself. If usual words 
prove it an imitation, what do the unusual words prove ? 
Does not rather the natural combination of the so-called usual 
and unusual phrases mark it as a document akin to the other 
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production, and having a purpose, at the same time, peculiar 
to itself? Every original composition on a distinct topic pre- 
sents those very characteristics and affinities. But the whole 
is Pauline in spirit and form. As in the other acknowledged 
writings of Paul, so you have here the same easy connection 
of thought, by means of a series of participles—the same 
delight in compound terms, especially formed with dzép, and in 
words that border on pleonasm—the same tendency to go off 
at a word, and strike into a parenthesis—the same recurrence 
of ydp and re introducing a reason, and of fa pointing to a 
high and final cause—the same culmination of an argument, 
in the triumphant insertion of od povov and wadAdov 5é—the 
same favourite formula of a conclusion or deduction in dpa oty 
-—the same fondness for abstract terms, with the accumulation 
of exhaustive epithets—the same familiar appeal to the Old 
Testament, and striking illustrations drawn from it—the 
game occasional recurrence to personal authority and inspired 
warrant, in a mighty and irresistible éyo or dnul—the same 
irregular and inconsequent syntax, as if thought jostled thought 
—the same rich and distinctive terminology that calls the 
gospel pvotjpiov, and prefixes mAodros to so many of its 
blessings; that includes Sccatootvn, wiotis, KAfow, KaTAd- 
ayy, and Cw7 among its distinctive doctrines; that places 
vinbeola, oixodoun, avaxaivects, and mpocayeyy) among its 
choicest privileges; that gives Jesus the undivided honour of 
oaTHp, Kepary, Kvptos, and KpiTH#s; and in its ethics opposes 
avebua to cdpé, finds its standard in véuos, its power in 
aydrn, and its reward in édmis with its rich and eternal 
KAnpovopia. The style and theology of Paul are the same 
here as elsewhere; and we are struck with the same lofty 
genius and fervid eloquence; the same elevated and self- 
denying temperament; the same throbbings of a noble and 
yearning heart; the same masses of thought, luminous and 
many-tinted, like the cloud which glows under the reflected 
splendours of the setting sun; the same vigorous mental grasp 
which, amidst numerous digressions, is ever easily connecting 
truths with first principles—all these, the results of a master 
mind. into which nature and grace had poured in royal pro- 
fusion their rarest and richest endowments. 
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If, therefore, there be generic sameness in the two epistles 
to Ephesus and Colosse, it is only in keeping; but if there be 
specific difference it is only additional resemblance. If there 
should be thirty-eight &ra& Xeyouéva in this epistle, there are 
forty in the first two chapters of Colossiazis, above a hundred 
in Romans, and no less than two hundred and thirty in the 
1st Epistle to the Corinthians. (See our Introduction to Colos- 
sians.) The writer does use some peculiar terms, but why not? 
Might there not be mary reasons in the modes of thought 
and speech peculiar to Ephesus, and perfectly familiar to the 
apostle, that led him to use in this epistle such words and 
phrases as éy roils érrovpavilots, i. 3, 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, vi. 12 ; 
Ta mvevpatiKd, Vi. 12; dudBoros, iv. 97, vi 1; coo ponpdreop, 
viv 123 cernpiov, vi. 16; olfxovopia, i..10, ili, 2, 93 puorn- 
pov, V. 323 mAjpwpa, i. 23; edroyia, i. 3; aiev, li. 253 TWept- 
moinots, 1.14; adOapola, vi. 243 pavOdvewsiv. 20; pwrlfew, 
iii. 9; wAnpotdoba év, v. 18, and eis, iii. 19; Bactrela rod 
@cod xal Xpicrod, v. 5; 7o OéAnua rod xvpiov, v. 17. The 
forms of construction excepted against are without any diffi- 
culty, such as iva with the optative, i. 17, iii. 16, tore yevac- 
kovres, V. 5; and iva goSjra, v. 33. Nor is there any 
stronger proof of spuriousness.in the want of the article in the 
instances adduced by the objector. Any forger who had studied 
the apostle’s style, could easily have avoided such little singu- 
larities. In fine, what De Wette calls pleonasms (Brette und 
Pleonasmus), a8 in 1. 19, vi. 10, are clauses where each word 
has its distinctive meaning; various relations and aspects of 
one great idea being set out in their connection or develop- 
ment. And if the epistle be a forgery, it is a base one, for 
the author of it distinctly and frequently personates the apostle - 
—"J Paul’ —T Paul, the prisoner of Jesus Christ,” &c., &e. 
Indeed, the imitation is so good, that De Wette ascribes it 
to the first century, and to a pupil of the apostle’s. We can 
scarcely suppose that an imposition so gross could be associated 
with a genius so lofty as that which has composed such a letter, 
Nor can we imagine that the Ephesian church would not detect 
the plagiarism. This “ discerning of spirits” was one of their 
special gifts, for the keen and honest exercise of which the 
Saviour eulogizes them when he says: “Thou hast tried them 
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which say they are apostles and are not, but hast found them 
liars.” Rev. ii. 2. 

There is, as we have said, that natural difference of style 
which arises from difference of subject and situation, in itself 
a proof of Pauline authorship. But we deny that there is any 
inferiority, such as De Wette complains of, or any of that 
verbosity, tedious and imperfect illustration, or superfluity of 
terms which are adduced by him as objections. The style 
betokens fulness of thought and a rich mind. There is order 
without system, reasoning without technical argument, pro- 
gress without syllogistic landmarks, the connection free and 
pliant as in a familiar letter—all converging on one great end, 
and yet with a definite aim in the several parts. The imme- 
diate terms are clear and precise, and yet the thoughts are 
superposed— 


“ With many a winding bout 
In linked sweetness long-drawn out.” 


Each surge may be guaged, but the advancing tide 1 is beyond 
measurement, 

Therefore the attack of De Wette, faintly responded to by 
Usteri in his preface to his Paulin. Lehrbegriff, is wholly 
unwarranted, It is based upon critical caprice, and upon a 
restless subjectivity which gives its mere tastes the authority. 
of argument. Though so often self-deceived and exposed, it 
still deludes itself with a consciousness of immense superi- 
ority, as if in possession of a second and subtle inspiration. 
We place in opposition to De Wette’s opinion the following 
- testimonies :— 

Chrysostom, no mean judge of a Greek style, says in his 
preface to his Commentary, that as Ephesus was a place of 
intellectual eminence—radra 8é jiv oby darhds elpntat, GAN 
dare Sel€as, St ToANHs Ger TOS LatrA@ omrovdis mpos éxelvous 
ypddovrs, Aéyeras dé kat ta Babdrepa Tv vonudrav avtois 
éumirredoat are Hon KaTnynuevats. “Kore 8é vonudrov peor? 
4 érictom) wnrOv. Kat Soypdrov . . . Kab inpyrav 
odddpa yéuet THY vonudtov Kab bTrepoycov. “A yap pndapod 
axyedov ébbéyEato radra évtad0a Sydot. “ Paul would neces- 
sarily take great pains and trouble in writing to the Christians 
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there. He is said to have intrusted them with his profoundest 
conceptions, as they had been already so highly instructed, - 
and the epistle is full of lofty conceptions and doctrines,” &c. 
Jerome says in his preface—Nunc ad Ephesios transeundum 
est, mediam apostoli epistolam, ut ordine ita et sensibus. Mediam 
auiem dico, non quo primas sequens, extremis major sit, sed 
quomodo cor antmalis in medio est, ut ex hoe intelligatis quantis 
dificultatibus, et quam profundis questionibus involuta sit. 
Erasmus testifies—Idem in hac epistola Pauli fervor, eadem 
profunditas, idem omnino spiritus ac pectus. Passing Luther 
and others, we refer to Witsius, who adds in his Meletemata 
Leidensia (p. 192), in higher phraseology—Jta vero untversam 
religionis Christiane summam divina hac epistola expontt, ut 
exuberantem quandam non sermonis tantum Hvangelici wappn- 
clay, sed et Spiritus Sanctt vim et sensum, et charitatis Chris- 
tianee flammam quandam ex electo illo pectore emicantem, et 
lucis divine: fulgorem quendam admirabilem inde elucentem, et 
fontem aque vive inde scaturtentem, aut ebullientem potius, 
animadvertere liceat : idque tanté copia, ut superabundans illa- 
cordis plenitudo, ipsa animi sensa intimosque conceptus, con- 
ceptus autem verba prolata, verba denique priora queque 
subsequentia, premant, urgeant, obruant. Grotius, too, no enthu- 
siast, thus describes it—Rerum sublimitatem adequans verbis 
sublimioribus quam ulla unquam habuit lingua humana. “In 
this,” says Coleridge, “the divinest composition of man, is 
every doctrine of Christianity, first, those doctrines peculiar 
to Christianity, and secondly, those precepts common to it 
with natural religion.” Table Talk, p. 82. London, 1851. 
Similar testimonies might be taken from Hichhorn’s Hinleitung, 
and from the prefaces of several of the commentators. 

The attack upon the genuineness of this epistle (or rather 
both epistles, for Colossians is set aside as well as Ephesians) 
by the Tiibingen school of criticism, is of a different nature. 
Their idea is, that the epistle is a composition of the second cen- 
tury, and that it had its origin in the Valentinian Gnosticism. 
Baur,, the Corypheus of the party, has openly maintained 

1 Der Apostel Paulus, sein Leben und Wirken, &c., p. 420, &c., Stuttgart, 1845; 


or his Kritische Miscellen zum Epheserbrief in Zeller’s Theolog. Jahrb. 1844, 
p. 378. Baur died in December, 1860. 
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the extraordinary hypothesis. Schwegler, Zeller, and 
Schneckenburger have gone beyond their master in extrava- 
gance; while Bruno Bauer? has surpassed them all in anti- 
Pauline bitterness and absurdity. 

This hypothesis has its origin in the leading error of the 
Tiibingen school, viz., that the original type of Christianity 
was nothing more than Ebionitism, and that its expansion by 
the apostle of the Gentiles was in direct antagonism to Peter, 
James, and the rest of the apostolical college. In proof, it 
is maintained that John, in speaking of only twelve apostles, 
in the Apocalypse, xxi. 14, excludes Paul from the sacred 
number, and that he praises these very Ephesians for having 
sifted and rejected his claims, when he says: ‘Thou hast 
tried them which say they are apostles, and are not, but hast 
found them liars.” _ It is surely needless to dwell on the refu- 
tation of such an uncritical statement. An excellent reply to 
the whole delusion will be found in a recent work of Lechler, 
Das Apostolische und Nachapostolische Zettalter, &c., 2nd ed- 
Stuttgart, 1857. 

In fact, the entire theory is a huge anachronism. The 
Gnosticism of the second century was not wholly unchristian 
either in idea or nomenclature, but it took from Scripture 
whatever in thought or expression suited its specious theo- 
sophy, and. borrowed such materials to a large extent from the 
epistles of the New Testament.? Such a procedure may be 
plainly proved. ‘The same process has been repeated in 
various forms, and in more recent times in Germany itself. 
The inference is not, as these critics hold, that the epistles to 
Colosse and Ephesus are the product of Gnosticism in array 
against Ebionitism, but only that the Gnostic sophists gilded 
their speculations with biblical phraseology. As well, were it 
not for the long interval of centuries, might we infer that the 
pantheism of Strauss originated no little of the language of 
the apostle John, rather than was copied from it; or that the 
Book of Mormon was the source of the original Scripture, and 


1 Das Nachapostolische Zeitalter, &c. ii. 325, 326. Tiibingen, 1846, passim. 

? Kritik der Paulinischen Briefe, iii. p. 101. Berlin, 1852. 

3 De Origine Ep. ad Coloss. et Eph. a criticis Tubingensibus e Gnost Valentiniana 
_deducta. Scripsit Albertus Kloepper, Theol. Lic. Gryphia, 1853. 
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not, as it is, a clumsy and recent caricature. We may well- 
ask—How could a document so distinctly Gnostic be.accepted 
by the church, which was ever in conflict with Gnosticism ? 

Baur and his followers hold that this epistle is a Gnostic 
effusion, because of its exalted views of the person and reign of 
Christ, its allusions to various ranks in the heavenly hierarchy, 
its repeated employment of the term wAjpape and its allied 
verb, and its doctrine of the re-capitulation of all things in 
Christ, as if such teaching and even diction were not common in 
Paul’s acknowledged epistles addressed to European churches." 
Thus the Christology is offensive to Baur, Eph. i. 20, though 
the idea is found in 1 Cor. xv. 24, Why should not the apostle 
develop his ideas more fully on some points, in addressing 
churches in a region where errors on the same point might 
soon intrude? What connection have Gnostic eons—shadowy 
and impalpable emanations from the Bythos or from one 
another—with those thrones and dominions, principalities and 
powers, over which Christ Jesus presides as Governor. Nay, 
the Gnostics distinguished Christ and Jesus as zons; the 
former having, in fact, sent the latter as Saviour. The theo- 
sophic speculations of the Valentinians are applied by Baur to 
the term wAnpwpa, in a way that is wholly unwarranted by 
its occurrence in both epistles. In this epistle the term is 
applied to time, as marked out by God, and so fulfilled or 
filled up; to the church as filled by Christ, and to God as 
denoting His spiritually perfect nature; and to Christ in the 
phrase, “the stature of the fulness of Christ.” But in such 
phrases there is no allusion to any metaphysical notion of the 
Absolute, either to what contains it or what is contained in it. 
Most certainly in the nuptial illustration, v. 25, &c., there 
is no reference to male and female ons, or to the Suzygies 
of the Valentinian system—such as that of the Adyos with 
ton from whom were generated dvOpw7os and éxxdyala, as if 
the relation of Christ to His church were a similar relation 
—absolute essence realizing and developing itself in a con- 
crete Being, as the wife is the complement of the man— 
kata ovguyiav. One may indeed wonder how Baur could 
dream that in iii. 10—“ that now unto the principalities and 


1 Rabiger, De Christologia Paulina contra Baurium. .Vratislavie, 1852. 
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powers in the heavenly places might be made known by. 
the church the manifold wisdom of God ’’—was contained the 
Gnostic idea of the xon codia struggling to be united with 
BvO6s, and her final return to the wAdpwpua through the 
cutuyia between Christ and His éxxAnocla. Or who besides 
Baur could imagine that in the phrases—xara tov aidva rod 
Kécjov TovTou ; els mdcas TAS yeveds TOU aidvos TOV aidven ; 
mpoGeots TOV ai@vwyv—there is a reference to the relation which 
the Gnostic sons sustained to" God, as the primal extra- 
temporal unity of time individualizing Himself in them as 
periods, or to their relation to another in sexual union and 
development? Nay more, in the phrases—“ as ig now revealed 
_unto His holy apostles and prophets—ye are built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets’’—the quick eye of 
Baur discovers traces of Montanism—because in it prophets 
had a high and honoured place as the organs of divine com- 
munication. So that in his opinion the man who wrote those 
phrases must have lived at a period when so-called prophets 
enjoyed apostolic honour, and that he thus unconsciously betrays 
himself and the lateness of his time. As if in Acts, Romans, 
and 1st Corinthians there were no allusion to this class of men, 
’ or as if all those documents too had a post-apostolic origin ! 
And then Baur would require to tell us how two systems so 
opposed as Montanism and Gnosticism could thus coalesce 
in the same epistle. The epithet dyios, applied to the 
apostles and prophets, betrays, according to De Wette also, 
a late origin, and the writer manifests his lateness by his 
anxiety to identify himself and exalt himself—as an apostle, 
a prisoner for the Gentiles—a minister, less than the least of 
all saints—an ambassador in chains. What is this objec- 
tion but dictating to the apostle how he shall write when 
an old man in a prison, what amount of personal reference 
shall go into his letters, or how large or small shall be the 
subjective elements in his communication to any particular 
community, and through it to all churches and for all 
time? The expression—‘less than the least of all saints” 
—is in no way inconsistent with such an exalted assertion 
as— by revelation he made known unto me the mystery ; ” 
for this refers to official function, and that only to personal 
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emotion. A more decided contrast is found.in 1 Cor. xv. 9— 
“the least of the apostles, that am not meet to be called an 
apostle ;”” and 2 Cor. xi. 5—“T was not a whit behind the 
very chiefest apostles.” Surely, then, the resemblance which 
the subsequent Gnosticism -bears to these doctrines in its © 
theosophy and angelology, is a proof that it borrowed the 
shadowy likeness, but no proof that out of it were manu~ 
factured the apostolic documents. In fine, the whole scheme 
has been overwhelmed with confusion; for it has been proved 
by citations from Hippolytus, that some books of the New 
Testament are quoted by him more than half-a-century before 
these Tiibingen critics dated or allowed of their existence. 


IV.— RELATIONSHIP OF THE EPISTLES TO EPHESUS AND 
COLOSSE. 


The letters of the apostle are the fervent outburst of 
pastoral zeal and attachment, written without reserve and 
in unaffected simplicity. Sentiments come warm from the 
heart without the shaping out, pruning, and punctilious 
arrangement of a formal discourse. There is such a fresh 
and familiar transcription of feeling, and so much of con- - 
versational frankness and vivacity, that the reader associates 
the image of the writer with every paragraph, and his ear 
seems to catch and recognize the very tones of oral address. 
These impressions must have been deepened by the thought 
that the letter came from “such an one as Paul the aged,” often 
a sufferer, and now a prisoner. If he could not.speak, he wrote; 
if he could not see them in person, he despatched to them 
those silent messengers of love. Is it then any matter of 
amazement that one letter should resemble another, or that 
two written about the same time should have so much in 
common, and each at the same time so much that is peculiar ? 
‘The close relationship between the epistles to Colosse and 
Ephesus must strike every reader, and the question has 
been raised, which of them is the earlier production. The 
answer is one very much of critical taste, and therefore 
different decisions have been given. A great host of names, 


UBunsen’s Hippolytus, vol. i. Pref. London, 1852, 
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which the reader will find in Davidson’s Introduction, are in 
favour of the letter to Ephesus; but others, and these includ- 
ing Meyer, Harless, Wieseler, and Olshausen, declare for that 
to Colosse. . 

Neander says— Und daraus erhellt auch, das er den Brief 
an die COolosser zuerst unter diesen beiden geschrieben hat ; 
denn in demselben zeigen sich uns diese Gedanken in threr 
urspriinglichen Enstehung und Beziehung, wie sie durch den 
Gegensatz gegen jene in diesem Briefe von thin bektimpfte Sekte 
hervorgerufen wurden. Cteschichte der Pflanzung, &c., vol. i. 
p- 524,4ed. That is—‘ In the epistle to the Colossians the 
apostle’s thoughts exhibit themselves in their original form 
and connection, as they were called forth by his opposition to 
the sect (of Judaizing Gnostics) whose sentiments and prac- 
tices he combats in that epistle.” Little stress can be laid on 
such an argument, for whenever the mind assumes an agonistic 
attitude, its thoughts have always more vigour and specialty, 
more pith and keenness, than when in calmness and peace it 
discusses any ordinary and impersonal topic. Harless and 
Wiggers have fixed upon Ephesians vi. 21, compared with 
Colossians iv. 8. In Colossians the apostle says of Tychicus, 
“Whom I have sent unto you that he might know your 
estate.” But in Ephesians he adds—ca/,.“ that ye also may 
know my affairs, and what I am doing, T’ychicus, a beloved 
brother, shall make known to you all things.” In using the 
word “also,” the apostle seems to refer. to what he had said 
to the Colossians. Naturally he first says to the Colossians, 
“that ye may know,” but in a second letter to the Ephesians, 
“that ye also may know.” This hypothesis takes for granted 
that the Ephesians would. know what was contained in the 
letter to Colosse, or at least that Tychicus would inform them 
of its existence, and of its reference to himself as the bearer of 
personal and private tidings of the apostle. The xaé, however, 
may refer not to the Colossians, but to the apostle himself— as 

Alford puts it—“T have been going at length into the matters 
concerning you, so if you also on your part wish to know my 
matters,” &c. The argument from «ai, therefore, cannot be 
conclusively relied on. On the other hand, it is contended 
by Hug and others, that the absence of: 'Timothy’s name in 
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the beginning of the Epistle to the Ephesians is a strong 
proof in favour of its priority. Various solutions have been 
given; one probability is that Timothy was absent on some 
important embassy. These critics suppose that he had not 
by this time come to Rome, but did arrive ere Paul composed 
the epistle.to Colosse. This circumstance is too precarious 
for an argument to be founded upon it. 

Efforts have been also made to demonstrate the priority of 
the Epistle to the Ephesians, from its containing no expression 
of any hopes of deliverance, and no reference to the success of 
the gospel, whereas these occur in the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians, written about the same time. But neither in Colossians 
are there any such intimations, and in the letter to Philemon, 
which Onesimus carried to him, as both he and Tychicus 
carried theirs to the Colossians, he says, generally—‘“ I trust 
that through your prayers I shall be given unto you.” The 
question can scarce be solved on such data. It may be tried 
by another criterion. Supposing Paul to be in imprison- 
, ment, which ofthese two churches would he most probably 
write to, which of them stood most in need of an epistle, 
which of them was in circumstances most likely to attract the 
immediate attention of the prisoner—that of Ephesus or that 
of Colosse? Lardner has virtually laid down such a test. 
There might be many considerations inducing the apostle 
to write to the Ephesians soon after his arrival at Rome. 
Ephesus was a place of great importance and traffic, and 
in it Paul had stayed longer than in any other city, except 
Antioch. Here also he had wrought many and special miracles, 
and had enjoyed great success in his preaching. He had on 
a previous occasion determined to sail by Ephesus, and when 
he came to Miletus “ he sent to Ephesus and called the elders 
of the church.” These things may have induced him to - 
write first to Ephesus on his coming to Rome, and having 
liberty of correspondence. But we might thus reply to these 

statements. The Ephesian church had preserved its faith 
" unsullied, for no reproof or warning is contained in the epistle. 
They stood i In no immediate need of apostolic correspondence. 
No difficulty pressed them, for none is solved. No heresy had 
crept in among them, for none is refuted. But Colosse was 
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threatened by a false system, which would corrupt the sim- 
plicity of the gospel, which had in it the elements of discord 
and ruin, but which had a peculiar charm for the contemplative 
inhabitants of Phrygia, so prone to mysticism, and therefore 
would be the more seductive to the church of Colosse, and the 
more calculated to work havoc among its members. This 
being known to the apostle, such a jeopardy being set before 
him, would he not at once write to Colosse, expose the false 
system, warn against it, and exhort the adherents of Chris- 
tianity to a steadfast profession? Would he not feel an 
immediate necessity for his interference, would not the case 
appear to his mind more urgent, and having more claim on 
his labour than the church of Ephesus, where truth was yet 
kept pure, and the fire on the altar ascended with a steady 
brilliancy ? Thus, of such an argument as that of Lardner 
no advantage can be taken. Still, balancing probabilities in 
a matter where facts cannot be fully ascertained, we may 
incline to the opinion that the earlier epistle is that to the 
Colossians. _ 

The following table will point out the similarities between 
the two epistles :— 


Eph. i. 1, with Col. i. 1. Eph. iv. 15, with Col. ii. 19. 
— i. 2, — —i12, — iv. 19, — — iti. 1, 5. 
— i 3, — —i3. . — ive22, — — ii 8 
— 7, — —il4 — iv. 25, — — iii 8. 
— i 10, — — i. 20. — iy. 29, — — iii. 8; iv. 6. 
— i,15-17, — —i.3,4. — iv.31, — — iii 8. 
— i118, — — i 27. — iv. 32, — — iii 12. 
— i 21, — —i16. — v. 8, — — iil 5. 
— i, 22, — —i18. — v. 4, — — iis 
— 1,12, — —i21, — v.5, —— <—~ iil, 5. 
— ii. 5, — — ii. 13. — vy. 6, — — ii. 6. 
— i. 15, — —ii14 —v.l5, — —iv.5 
— ii. 16, — — i. 20. —v.19, — — ii. 16. 

_— iii 1, — — i294. —v.2l, — — iii 18. 
— iti. 2, — — i125. — v.25, — — iii. 19 
— iii. 3, — — i, 26. — vil, — — iii, 20 
— ii. 7, — — i, 28, 25. — vi 4, — — iii. 21, 
— ii. 8, — — i 27. — vi. 5, — — iii. 22, 
— iv.1, — — i. 10. — vi. 9, — —ivl. 
— iv. 2, — — iii, 12. — vil8, — —iv.2. 
— iv. 3, — — iii, 14, — vii21, — — WW. 7. 
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Not a few of these similarities are but accidental, and those - 
which really deserve the name are corroborative proofs of 
- genuineness, 


Y.—PLACE AND DATE OF ITS COMPOSITION. 


The usual opinion has been that the epistle was written 
in Rome. Some of the later German critics, however, have 
concluded that Cesarea was the place of composition. Schulz 
in the Studien und Kritiken, 1829, p. 612, first broached this 
_ hypothesis, and he has been followed by Schneckenburger, 
Bottger, Reuss,! Wiggers, and even by Schott, Thiersch,? and 
Meyer. 

We find that Paul when in Caesarea was subjected to very 
rigorous confinement. His own countrymen were bigoted and - 
violent, and only his friends might come and minister unto 
him. Intercourse with other churches seems to have been 
entirely prohibited. On the other hand, in Rome the watch 
and ward, unstimulated by Jewish malice, were not so strict. 
The apostle might preach, and labour to some extent in his 
spiritual vocation. Again, Onesimus was with the apostle, a 
fugitive slave who would rather run and hide himself in the 
crowds of Rome, than flee to Caesarea where he might be more 
easily detected. Aristarchus and Luke were at Rome too, but 
there is no proof of their being with Paul at Caesarea. Besides, 
we have mention of the palace and “ Ceesar’s household.” We 
cannot be brought to believe by all Béttger’s reasoning, that 
such an expression might apply to Herod’s royal dwelling in 
Cesarea. Surely Herod’s house could never receive the lofty 
appellation of Cesar’s, Antiquity, with the probability of 
fact, supports the notion that Rome was the place where the 
epistle was composed. Those who contend for Caesarea lay 
stress on the distance of Asia Minor from Rome, and on the 
omission of the name of Onesimus in the Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, as if, setting out from Ceesarea, the bearer of the letter 
would arrive at Colosse first, and Onesimus delivering himself 
up to his master, would not proceed with Tychicus onward to 


1 Geschichte d. Heil. Schrift. Novi Testamenti, § 114. 
2 Die Kirche in Apostolischen Zeitalter, &c., p. 17. Frankfurt, 1852. 
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Ephesus. But there were peculiar reasons for commending 
Onesimus to the Colossian church. His flight and conversion 
would make him notorious and suspected. Besides, as Paul 
says, he was one of themselves, and if he touched at Ephesus 
first, he needed no formal introduction, being in the society of 
Tychicus. Emphasis is laid on the phrase, pos dpav, “ for a 
- season,” as if it signified “soon,” and referred to the period. 
elapsing between the flight of the slave and his reaching Paul, 
as if such brevity would be realized more likely at Caesarea 
than Rome. But, as has been answered, the phrase qualifies 
éywpicOn, and denotes that his separation from his master was 
only temporary. On the whole the argument preponderates in 
favour of Rome, as the place whence this epistle was despatched, 
and. probably about the year 62.1 From the metropolis of 
the world, where luxury was added to ambition, and licen- 
tiousness bathed in blood, an obscure and imprisoned foreigner 
composes this sublime treatise, on a subject beyond the mental 
range of the wisest of Western sages, and dictates a brief 
system of ethics, which in purity, fulness, and symmetry 
eclipses the boasted “ Morals” of Seneca, and the more laboured 
and rhetorical disquisitions of Cicero. 


VI.— OBJECT AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE. 


The design of the apostle in writing to the Ephesian church 
was not polemical. In Colossians, theosophic error is pointedly 
and firmly refuted ; but in Ephesians, principles are laid down 
which might prove a barrier to its introduction. The apostle, 
indeed, in his farewell address at Miletus, had a sad presenti- 
ment of coming danger. Acts xx. 29, 30—“ For I know this, 
that after my departure shall grievous wolves enter in among 
you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples 
after them.” But the epistle has no distinct allusion to such 
spiritual mischief and disturbance. In 2nd Timothy, too; the 
heresy of Hymenaeus and Philetus is referred to, while Phy- 
gellus and Hermogenes are said to have deserted the apostle 


1 Graul, De Sententia scripsisse Paulum suas ad Ephes. Coloss, Philem. Epistolae, 
tn Coesareensi Captivitate. Lipsie, 1836. 
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at Rome. In the apocalyptic missive addressed to Ephesus 
as the first of the seven churches, no error is specified; but 
the grave and general charge is one of spiritual declension. 
The epistle before us may therefore be regarded as prophy- 
lactic, more than corrective in its nature. What the imme- 
diate occasion was, we know not; possibly it was gratifying 
intelligence from Ephesus. It seems as if the heart of the 
apostle, fatigued and dispirited with the polemical argument 
and warning to the Colossians, enjoyed a cordial relief and 
satisfaction in pouring out its inmost thoughts on the higher 
relations and transcendental doctrines of the gospel. The 
epistle may be thus divided :— 

I. The salutation. i. 1, 2. IT. A general. description of 
divine blessing enjoyed by the church in its source, means, 
purpose, and final result, wound up with a prayer for further 
spiritual gifts, and a richer and more penetrating Christian 
experience, and concluding with an expanded view of the 
_ original condition and present honours and privileges of the 
Ephesian church. i, 8-23, and ii. 1-11. ITII. A record of 
that marked change in spiritual position which the Gentile 
believers now possessed, ending with an account of the writer’s 
selection to and qualification for the apostolate of heathendom, 
a fact so considered as to keep them from being dispirited, and 
to lead him to pray for enlarged spiritual benefactions on his 
absent sympathizers. 11. 12-22, and iii. 1-21. IV. A chapter 
on the unity of the church in its foundation and doctrine, 
a unity undisturbed by diversity of gifts. iv. 1-17. V. Spe- 
cial injunctions variously enjoined, and bearing upon ordinary 
life. iv. 17-32, v. 1-33, vi. 1-10. VI. The image of a 
spiritual warfare, mission of Tychicus, and valedictory bless- 
ing. vi. 11-24. The paragraphs of this epistle could be sent 
to no church partially enlightened, and but recently emerged 
from heathendom. The church at Ephesus was, however, able 
to appreciate its exalted views. And therefore are those rich 
primary truths presented to it, tracing back all to the Father’s 
-eternal and benignant will as the one origin; to the Son’s 
mediation and blood as the one channel, union with Him 
being the one sphere; and to the Spirit’s abiding work and 


influence as the one inner power; while the grand end of the 
. w 
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provision of salvation and the organization and blessing of the 
church is His own glory in all the elements of its fulness. 
' The purpose of the apostle seems to be—to refresh the con- 
sciousness of the church by the retrospect which he gives of 
their past state and God’s past sovereign mercy, and by the 
prospect which he sets out of spiritual development crowned 
with perfection in Him in whom all things are re-gathered— 
as well as by the vivid and continual appeal to present grace 
and. blessing which edges all the paragraphs. 

Whatever emotions the church of Ephesus felt on receiving 
such a communication, the effects produced were not perma- 
nent. ‘Though warned by its Lord, it did not return. to its 
“first love,” but gradually languished and died. The candle- 
stick was at length removed out of his place, and Mahometan 
gloom overspread the city. The spot has also become 
one of external desolation. The sea has retired from the 
harbour, and left behind it a pestilential morass. Fragments 
of columns, arches, and porticos are strewn about, and the 
wreck and rubbish of the great temple can scarcely be dis- 
tinguished. ‘The brood of the partridge nestles on the site 
of the theatre, the streets are ploughed by the Ottoman 
serf, and the heights of Coressus are only visited by wan- 
dering flocks of goats. The best of the ruins—columns of 
green jasper—were transplanted by Justinian to Constan- 
tinople, to adorn the dome of the great church of Sancta 
Sophia, and some are said to have been carried into Italy. A 
straggling village of the name of Ayasaluk, or Asalook, is the 
wretched representative of the great commercial metropolis of 
Jonia. While thousands in every portion of Christendom 
read this epistlé“with delight, there is no one now to read it 
in the place to which it was originally addressed. Truly the 
threatened blight has fallen on Ephesus.’ 


VII.—WORKS ON THE EPISTLE. 


The principal writers on the literature of the epistle have 
already been mentioned in the course of the previous pages. 


10n the present. state of Ephesus, the travels of Ainsworth and Fellowes, and 
the work of Arundel “ On the Seven Churches,” may be read with advantage. 
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Several ancient expositions of the epistle have been lost; for © 
Jerome makes mention of one by Origen, of another by Apol- 
linaris of Laodicea, and of a third by Didymus of Alexandria. © 
Among the Fathers we have the twenty-four homilies of Chry- 
sostom,.and the commentaries of his followers Theodoret, 
CGicumenius, and Theophylact. We have often referred to 
these, and to others in Cramer’s Catena, as presenting the 
earliest specimens of Greek commentary. The commentaries 
of Jerome, Pelagius, and Ambrosiaster! belong to the Latin 
church, Exposition was not the work of mediaval times, 
though we have found some good notes in Anselm, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Peter Lombard, and in the Postills of Nicolas - 
de Lyra of the fourteenth century. The expositors of the 
Reformation period follow: Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Musculus, 
Bucer, and Bullinger; somewhat later among the Catholics, 
Estius and a-Lapide; and among the Protestants, Zanchius, 
Calovius, Calixtus, Crocius, Cocceius, Piscator, Hunnius, Tar- 
novius, Aretius, Jaspis, Hyperius, Schmid, Réell, and Wolf— 
all of whom have written more or less fully on the Epistle to 
the Ephesians, Wetstein and Grotius follow, in another era, 
with several of the writers in the Criiici Sacri. In England 
there appeared “ An Entire Commentary upon the whole 
Epistle to the Ephesians, wherein the text is learnedly and 
powerfully opened, &c.—preached by Paul Bayne, sometime 
preacher of God’s Word at St. Andrew’s, Cambridge;” London, 
1643: and “An Exposition of the First and part of the 
Second Chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians, by Thomas 
Goodwin, D.D., sometime President of Magdalen College in 
Oxford,” was published at London in 1681. In Scotland we 
have the Latin folio of Principal Boyd (Bodius), published at 
London in 1652; the Latin duodecimo of Principal Rollock, 
reprinted at Geneva,-1593 ; the Hzposiiio Analytica of Dick- 
son (Professor of Theology in the University of Glasgow) on 
this and the other Epistles, published at Glasgow, 1645, and 
dedicated to the Marquis of Argyle, because his Grace had urged 
that the Professor should devote some portion of his course to 
- 1An unknown writer, so called to distinguish him from Ambrose, to whom his 


Commentaries were long ascribed, and with whose works they are still bound up. 
Manv suppose him to have been Hilary the deacon. 
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Biblical exegesis. Fergusson of Kilwinning also sent out a 
“ Brief Exposition of the Epistles of Paul to the Galatians and 
Ephesians,” at Edinburgh, 1659. The Commentaries of the 
Socinian Crellius and Slichtingius are contained in the Fratres 
Polont. We have also the eloquent French work of Du Bose 
on a portion of the epistle, and a similar and smaller Médita- 
tion by Gauthey, published in 1852. Lardner mentions an 
exposition by a Dutch minister of Rotterdam, Peter Dinant, 
of which a flattering review appeared in the Bibliotheca 
Bremensis, 1721. He opposed both the theory of Grotius 
and Usher. We pass over the various editors of the New 
Testament, such as Slade, Burton, Trollope, Valpy, Grinfield, 
and Bloomfield ; and the numerous annotators and collectors 
of illustrations, such as Elsner, Kypke, Krebs, Knatchbull, 
Loesner, Kiittner, Raphelius, Palairet, Bos, Heinsius, Alberti, 
Keuchenius, Doughteeus, and Cameron, pronounced by Bishop 
Hall, the most learned man that Scotland ever produced. 
We have not space to characterize Hammond, Chandler, 
Whitby, Callander, Locke, Doddridge, A. Clarke, Macknight, 
Peile, and Barnes, and the more popular works on this epistle 
by Lathrop, M‘Ghee, Evans, Eastbourne, and Pridham. We 
hasten to specify the recent German commentaries. From 
that prolific nation of scholars and critics we have not only 
such works as those of Morus, Flatt, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, 
von Gerlach, Kahler, and others, but we have the following 
formal and specific expositions on this epistle. Simply men- 
tioning the comments of Spener (1730), of Baumgarten (Halle, 
1767), of Schutz (Leipzig, 1778), of Miiller (Heidelberg, 1793), 
and of Krause (Leipzig, 1789) we refer especially to the follow- 
ing: Cramer, neue Uebersetzung des Bricfes an die Epheser nebst 
einer Auslegung desselben. Kiel, 1782. Holzhausen, der Brief 
des Apostels Paulus an die Epheser tibersetat und erklért. Han- 
nover, 1833. Riickert, der Brief Pauli an die Epheser erliutert 
und vertheidigt. Leipzig, 1834. Matthies, Erkldérung des 
Briefes Pauli an die Epheser, Greifsvald, 1834. Meier, 
Commentar tiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser. Berlin, 1834. 
Hazless, Commentar tiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser. 
Erlangen, 2d ed. 1860. Olshausen, Biblischer Commentar, 
vol. iv. Konigsberg, 1840. Meyer, Kritisch exvegetischer Com- 
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mentar tiber das N. T.; Achte Abtheilung Kritisch Eaegetisches 
Handbuch tiber den Brief an die Epheser. Gottingen, 1859. 
De Wette, Huegetisches Handbuch zum N. T. vol. ii. Leipzig, 
1843. Passavant, Versuch einer praktischen Auslegung des 
Briefes Pauli an die Ephester. Basel, 1836. Catene in Sancti 
Pauli Epist. in Gal. Ephesios, &c, ed. Cramer. Oxon. 1842. 
Commentar iiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser, von L. F. O. 
- Baumgarten-Crusius, ed. Kimmel and Schauer. Jena, 1847. 
Stier, Auslegung des Briefes an die Epheser. Berlin, 1848.4 
Bisping, Erklarung der Briefe an die Epheser, Philipper, &c. 
Minster, 1855. To these must be added the following recent 
English and American writers:—Turner, Zhe Epistle to the 
Ephesians in Greek and English. New York, 1856. Alford, 
Greek Testament, vol. iii. London, 1856. Ilodge, A Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Ephesians. New York, 1856. 
Ellicott, A Critical and Grammatical Commentary on St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, 2d ed. London, 1859. Words- 
worth, Greek Testament, part ili. London, 1859. Newland, 4 
New Catena on St. Paul’s Epistles—a Practical and Exegetical 
Commentary on the Epistle of St. Paul to the Ephesians. 
Oxford and London, 1860. 


1 In Tholuck’s Anzeiger for 1838 occurs a series of reviews of the commentaries 
of Matthies, Meier, Riickert, Holzhausen, and Harless, written, we believe, by 
Prof. Baumgarten, late of Rostock. 





NOTE. 

In the following pages, when Buttmann, Matthiae, Kiihner, 
Madvig, Kriiger, Bernhardy, Schmalfeld, Scheuerlein, Donald- 
son, Jelf, Winer, Rost, Alt, Stuart, Green, and Trollope, are 
simply quoted, the reference is to their respective Greek 
grammars; and when Suidas, Hesychius, Passow (ed. Rost 
Palm, &c.), Robinson, Pape, Wilke, Wahl, Bretschneider, 
Liddell and Scott, are named, the reference is to their respec- 
tive lexicons. If Hartung be found without any addition, 
we mean his Lehre von den Partikeln der Griechischen Sprache, 
2 vols. Erlangen, 1832. The majority of the other names are 
those of the commentators or philologists enumerated’ in the 
previous chapter, or authors whose works are specified. ‘The 
references to Tischendorf’s New Testament are to the seventh 
edition. 
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CHAP. L__ 


The first paragraph of the epistle introduces, according to 
ancient usage, the name, and title or office of the writer, and 
concludes with a salutation to the persons addressed, and for 
whom the communication is intended! _ 

(Ver. 1.) Tladnos, dirécrodos Xptorod "Incot.— Paul, an 
apostle of Christ Jesus.” The signification of the term dzroc- 
“rodos will be found under chap. iv. 11. While the genitive 
Xpicrod "Incod is that of possession, and not of ablation, yet 
naturally, and from its historical significance, it indicates the 
source, dignity, and functions of the apostolical commission, 
Acts xxvii. 23. Though, as Harless suggests, the idea of 
authorization often depends on some following clause, yet the 
genitive apparently includes it—the idea of authority being 
involved in such possession. ‘This formal mention of his offi- 
cial relation to Jesus Christ is designed to certify the truth 
and claims of the following chapters. On similar occasions he 
sometimes designates himself by a term which has in it-an 
allusion to the special labours which his ‘apostleship involved, 
for he calls himself “a servant of Jesus Christ,” Rom. i. 1; 
Phil. i. 1; Titusi, 1. See under Col. i, 1; and especially, 
under Phil. i. 1:—— . 

dua, OeAnuaros Ocot— by the will of God.” The prepo- 
sition dsé points out the efficient cause. The apostle is fond 
of recurring to the truth expressed in this clause, 1 and 2 Cor. 
i. 1; Col. i.1; 2 Tim.i.1. Sometimes the idea is varied, as 
kar érerayiv Ocod, in 1 Tim.i.1; and to give it intensity 
other adjuncts are occasionally employed, such as KAntos in 


Aexeiov tog rd iaiororurs xeooriBevace 7d xefeew.—Suidas, 
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Rom, i.1; 1 Cor.i.1. The notion of Alford, hinted at by 
Bengel in his reference to verses 5, 9, 11, that the phrase may 
have been suggested “by the great subject of which he is 
about to treat,” is not sustained by analogous instances. It is 
added by the apostle generally, as the source and the seal of 
his office, and not inserted as an anticipative thought, prompted 
by the truth on which his mind was revolving. For his was 
no daring or impious atrogation of the name and honours of 
the apostolate; and that “will”? according to which Paul 
became an apostle, had signally and suddenly evinced its 
origin and power. The great and extraordinary fact of his 
conversion involved in it both a qualification for the apostle- 
ship and a consecration to it—ets ods éyw oe drrooTéAdw, Acts 
xxvi. 17; 1 Cor. ix. 1, xv. 8. It was by no deferred or cir- 
cuitous process that he came at length to learn and believe 
that God had ordained him an apostle; but his convictions 
upon this point were based from the first on his own startled 
and instructive experience, which, among other elements of 
self-assurance, included in it the memory of that blinding 
splendour which enveloped him as he approached Damascus 
on an errand of cruelty and blood; of the tenderness and 
majesty of that voice which at once reached and subdued his 
heart; of the surprising agony which seized and held him till 
Ananias brought him spiritual relief; and of the subsequent 
theological tuition which he enjoyed in no earthly school. 
Gal. i. 11, 12; 1 Tim. i. 11-13. §o that writing to the 
churches of Galatia, where his apostleship had been under- 
rated if not denied, he says, with peculiar edge and precision, 
“Paul, an apostle, not of men, neither by man, but by Christ 
Jesus and God the Father.” Gal. i. 1. This epistle is 
addressed — : 

trois drylots Tots otow év Edéom— to the saints that are 
in Ephesus.” “Aros, as a characteristic appellation of the 
Christian church, occurs first in Acts ix. 18. The word, 
rarely used by the Attie writers, who employ the kindred 
adjective dyvés, is allied to dfowae and dyayas, and signifies 
one devoted or set apart to God. Porson, Adversaria, p. 139; 
Buttmann, Lexilogus, sub voce. This radical meaning is 
clearly seen in the related dy/afw, in such passages as Matt. 
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xxii. 175 John x. 36, xvii. 17. It is not, however, to classic 
usage that we are to trace the special meaning of Gyvos in the 
New Testament, but to its employment in the Septuagint as 
the Greek representative of the Hebrew wy, Deut. xxxiii. 3; 
This notion of consecration is not, as Robinson seems to 
intimate, founded on holiness; for persons or things became 
holy in being set apart to God, and, from this association 
of ideas, holiness was ascribed to the tabernacle, with its 
furniture, its worshippers, and its periods of service. The idea 
of inner sanctity contained in the expressive epithet originates, 
therefore, in the primary sense of unreserved and exclusive 
devotement to Jehovah. Nor, on the other hand, can we 
accede to the opinion of Locke and Harless, that the word has 
no reference in itself to internal character, for consecration to 
God not only implied that the best of its kind was both claimed 
by Him and given to Him, but it also demanded that the hal- 
lowed gift be kept free from sacrilegious stain and debasement. 
So that, by the natural operation of this conservative element, 
holiness, in the common theological sense of the term, springs 
from consecration, and the “saints” do acquire personal and 
internal holiness from their near’ relation to God; the con- 
sciousness of their consecration having an invincible tendency 
to deepen and sustain spiritual purity within them. When 
Harless says that the notion of holiness which cannot be 
disjoined from a Christian dyos, is not got from the word, 
but from our knowledge of the essence of that Christian com- 
munity to which such a dytos belongs, he seems to confound 
source and result; for one may reply that it is the dytou who, 
as such, originate the character of the Christian community, 
and not it which gives a character to them. The appel- 
lation Gytoo thus exhibits the Christian church in its normal 
aspect—a community of men self-devoted to God and His 
service. Nor does it ever seem to lose this meaning, 
even when used as a general epithet or in a local sense, 
asin Act ix. 32, xxvi. 10; Rom. xv. 25. The words tois 
ovaw év "Edéow, which simply indicate locality, have been 
already analyzed in the Prolegomena. The saints are further 
characterized— . 

kat miotois év Xpior@ *“Inood— and believers in Christ 
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Jesus.” These words contain an additional element of 
description, and the two clauses mark out the same socicty 
in two special characteristics. But the meaning of mucrds 
in this connection must first be determined. There are two 
classes of interpreters:—1. Such as give the adjective the 
sense of jidelis, “ faithful,” in the modern acceptation of the 
English term—that is, true to their profession. Such is the 
view of Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Meier, and Stier. But were 
such a sense adopted, we must suppose the apostle either to 
make a distinction between two classes of persons who were 
or had been members of the Ephesian church, or to affirm 
that all of them were trusty—were, in his judgment, persons 
of genuine and of untainted integrity. Did he then suppose 
that all the professed dysou were faithful? Or among the 
éy.ot did he distinguish and compliment such of them as were 
blessed with fidelity? The word in itself is not very deter- 
minate, though generally in New Testament usage arog in 
the sense of faithful—jfidelis—is accompanied by an accusative 
with éré, or a dative with év, in reference to things over 
which trust has been exercised, and by the dative when the 
person is referred to toward whom the faithfulness is cherished. 
The idea of “ faithful to Christ”’ would have required but the 
simple dative, as in Heb. iii. 2. We have indeed the phrase 
in 1 Cor. iv. 17—dyarnrév cab microv év xupio, but there the 
formula, “in the Lord,” qualifies both adjectives. 2. Some 
give the term its active sense of ‘ believers,” faithful, in its 
original and old English meaning, faith-full—full of faith— 
motos being equivalent to muotevwv, save that the adjective 
points to condition rather than act. Many old interpreters, 
such as Réell, Cocceius, Vatablus, Crellius, and Calovius, with 
the majority of modern interpreters, take the word in this sig- 
nification. For a like use of the word in classical writers—a 
use common to similar verbal adjectives—see Kiihner, § 409, 
3. The term morés has often this meaning, and is so 
rendered in our version, John xx. 27; Acts x. 45, xvi. 1; 
2 Cor. vi. 15; 1 Tim. iv. 8,10, 12, v.16, vi. 2. It should 
have been so translated in other places, as Gal. il. 9; Acts 
xvi. 15; Titusi.6. The Syriac version also renders it by 
the participle Ta&a.o1ito—believing. Hesychius defines it 
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by evesOns. The phrase is thus a second and appropriate 
epithet, more distinctive than the preceding, while the article 
is not repeated. It is a weak supposition of Morus and 
Macknight, that these words were added merely for the sake 
of distinction, because the epithet “saints”? had but the 
simple force of a common title in the apostolical letters. 
Neither do we conceive that the full force and meaning are 
brought out if with some, as Beza, Bodius, a-Lapide, Calovius, 
and Vorstius, we take the cat as epexegetical, and reduce the 
clause into a mere explanation of the preceding title, as if it 
stood thus—* ‘To the saints in Ephesus, to wit, the believers 
in Christ. Jesus.” For the salient point of their profession 
was faith in Christ Jesus, belief in the man Jesus as the 
Messiah, the anointed Saviour, the commissioned and success- 
ful deliverer of the world from all the penal effects of the fall. 
It was its faith specifically and definitely in Christ Jesus that 
distinguished the church in Ephesus from the fane of Artemis 
and the synagogue of the sons of Abraham. Ivords is here 
followed by év referring to the object in which faith terminates 
and reposes; eis is sometimes employed, but év is found with 
the noun in this chapter, ver. 15; Gal. ili. 26; Col. i. 45; see 
also Mark i.15. The same usage is found in the Septuagint, 
Ps. Ixxviil. 22; Jer. xii. 6, based perhaps on the Hebrew for- 
mula “a ypox”? Though the verbal adjective be used here in its 
active sense, it may therefore be followed by this preposition. 
If, when eis is employed, faith is usually represented as going 
out and leaning on its object, and if émé expresses the additional 
idea of the trustworthiness of him whom we credit, then év in 


1 The disputed signification of this word affords a peculiar and curious instance 
of the hazard of extreme opinions. H. Stephens had affirmed in his Thesaurus that 
wiorés ig never used in an active sense, and never seems to signify one quit fidem habet, 
aut etiam gui credulus est. N. Fuller in his Miscellanea Sacra, lib. i. ch. 19, main- 
tains, in opposition to the great lexicographer, that whenever the term is applied to 
a Christian man—pro homine Christiano seu pio usurpatur—it invariably denotes a 
believer, qué credit aut jidem adhibet Deo. The usage of the New Testament in at 
least nineteen places, shows that it has this latter or active sense; still, in some 
clauses, even when applied to Christians, it seems to bear the sense of jidelis—1 Tim. 
1,12; 2 Tim. ii, 2; Col. iv. 9; 1 Pet. v. 12; Rev. ii. 10. Among the Greek 
Fathers, the word is used in both senses, as the examples adduced by Suicer, sud 
voce, abundantly testify. ; 
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the formula before us gives prominence to the notion of placid 
exercise, especially as év is not so closely attached to the adjec- 
tive as it would be to the verb or participle if it followed either 
of them. Fritzsche, Comment. in Marc., p. 25. The faith of 
the Hphesian converts rested in Jesus, in calm and perma- 
nent repose. It was not a mere external dependence placed. 
on Him, but it had convinced itself of His power and love, 
of His sympathy and merits; it not only knew the strength 
of His arm, it had also penetrated and felt the throbbing 
tenderness of His heart—it was therefore in Him. There 
might have been agitation, anxiety, and terrible perturbation 
of spirit when the claims of Christ were first presented and 
brought into sharp conflict with previous convictions and 
traditionary prepossessions; but the turmoil had subsided into 
quiescent and immovable confidence in the Son of God. 

But does év Xpicr@ "Incod simply qualify muorois? or does 
it not also qualify dycous ? Storr renders it— Quz Christo sacri 
sunt et in eum credunt. (Opuscula, ii. 121). The phrase 
“saints in Christ Jesus’”’ occurs in Phil. i. 1, and the meaning 
ig apparent—saints in spiritual fellowship with Christ. In 
Col.-i. 2 we have “saints and believing brethren in Christ,” 
where the words in question may not only qualify “ saints,”’ 
but also describe the essence and circle of the spiritual 
brotherhood. But we are inclined, with Jerome, Meyer, De 
Weitte, and Ellicott, in opposition to Harless, Meier, and 
Baumgarten-Crusius, to restrict the words év Xpior@ "Inood 
to miotots. The previous epithet is complete without such 
an addition, but this second one is not so distinctive without 
the supplement. The intervention of the words tols ovow 
év ’Eidéow separates the two phrases, and seems to mark them 
as independent appellations. But though grammatically they 
may be separate names of the same Christian community, 
they are essentially and theologically connected. “ Nemo 
fidelis,” says Calvin, “nisi qui sanctus; et nemo rursum 
sanctus, nisi qui fidelis.” The more powerful and pervad- 
ing such faith is the more the whole inner nature is brought 
under its controlling and assimilating influence; the more 
deeply and vividly it realizes Christ in authority, example, 
and proprietary interest in “the church which He has 
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purchased with His own blood,” then the more cordial, entire, 
and unreserved will be the consecration. 

(Ver. 2.) Xdpis tpiv kat etpyvn—“ Grace to you and 
peace.’ The apostolical salutation is cordial and comprehen- 
sive. ‘Claudius Lysias to the most excellent governor, 
greeting ’"—Paul to the Ephesians, “ grace and peace.” It 
is far more expressive than the byiaivew, yalpewv, or ed mpdat- 
rew of the ancient classic formula. ‘The same or similar 
phraseology occurs in the beginning of most of the epistles. 
Xdpss, allied to yalpew and the Latin gratia, signifies favour, 
and, especially in the New Testament, divine favour—that 
goodwill on God’s part which not only provides and applies 
salvation, but blesses, cheers, and assists believers. As a 
wish expressed for the Ephesian church, it does not denote 
mercy in its general aspect, but that many-sided favour that 
comes in the form of hope to saints in despondency, of joy 
to them in sorrow, of patience to them in suffering, of vic- 
tory to them under assault, and of final triumph to them in 
the hour of death. And so the the apostle calls it ydpw eis 
eUcatpov Bonfecav—grace in order to well-timed assistance. 
Heb. iv. 16. 

*"Expjvn—Peace, is the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew 
niig—a term of familiar and beautiful significance. It includes 
every blessing—being and well-being. It was the formula of 
ordinary courtesy at meeting and parting. “ Peace I leave 
with you,” said our Lord; but the term was no symbol of cold 
and. formal politeness—“ not as the world giveth, give I unto 
you.” John xiv. 27. The word in this connection denotes 
that form of spiritual blessing which keeps the heart in a 
state of happy repose. It is therefore but another phase, or 
rather it is the result, of the previous ydpis. Stier distin- 
guishes these two blessings, as if they corresponded to the 
previous epithets dylous kal miotots, grace being appropriate 
to the “ saints,” as the first basis of their sanctification; and 
peace to the “ faithful,” as the last aim or effect of their confi- 
dence in God. But “grace and peace” are often employed in 
salutations where the two epithets of saints and believers in 
Christ Jesus do not occur, so that it would be an excess of 
refinement either to introduce such a distinction in this place, 
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or to say, with the same author, that the two expressions 
foreshadow the dualism of the epistle—first, the grace of God 
toward the church, and then its faith toward Him. Nor can 
we, as Jerome hints, ascribe grace to the Father and peace to 
the Son as their separate and respective sources. A conscious 
possession of the divine favour can alone create and sustain 
mental tranquillity. To use an impressive figure of Scripture, 
the unsanctified heart resembles “ the troubled sea,” in con- 
stant uproar and agitation—dark, muddy, and tempestuous ; 
but the storm subsides, for a voice of power has cried “ Peace, 
be still,” and there is “a great calm :” the lowering clouds are . 
dispelled, and the azure sky smiles on its own reflection in the 
bosom of the quiet and glassy deep. The favour of God and 
the felt enjoyment of it, the apostle wishes to the members of 
the Hphesian church in this salutation 5 yea, grace and peace— 

arr6 @eod ratpos hudv kat Kuplov Inoot Xpiorob—“ from 
God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.’”” The source of 
these spiritual blessings is now stated. Erasmus, Morus, and 
some Socinian interpreters, would understand the connection 
as if xuplov were governed by arpés, and not by dro— 
“From God our Father, the Father, too, of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” This interpretation would sever Jesus from the 
bestowment of these blessings, as, in such an exegesis, they 
are supposed to descend from God, who is our Father, and 
who is at the same time designated as Christ’s Father. This 
construction is wholly unwarranted. Father and son are both 
specified as the sources of grace and peace. Grace and peace 
are not earth-born blessings ; they descend from heaven, from 
God on His glorious throne, whose high prerogative it is to 
send down those special influences ; and from Christ at His 
right hand, who has provided these blessed gifts by His suffer- 
ings and death—who died to secure, and is exalted to bestow 
them, and whose constant living sympathy with His people 
enables Him to appreciate their wants, and prompts Him out 
of His own fulness to supply them. God is described as our 
Father—juav. Our sonship will be illustrated under ver. 5. 
The universal Governor being the parent of believers, who 
have a common fatherhood in Him, grace and peace are 
viewed as paternal gifts. 
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The Saviour is characterized as Lord Jesus Christ; “ Lord,” 
Master, or Proprietor. ‘O xupsos is‘often applied to Jesus in the 
Pauline writings. It corresponds to the theocratic intimations 
of a king—a great king—to preside over the spiritual Sion. 
Ps. cx. 1. Gabler, in his New Theological Journal, iv. p. 11, 
has affirmed, that in the New Testament xdpsos, without 
the article, refers to God, and that 6 «vUpsos is the uniform 
appellation of Christ—a distinction which cannot be main- 
tained, as may be seen by a reference to Rom. xv. 11; 1 Cor. 
x. 26; Heb. viii. 2; for in all those passages the reference is 
to God, and yet the article is prefixed. Winer, § 19,1. Like 
@cos in many places, it is often used without the article when 
it refers to Christ. In about two hundred and twenty instances 
in the writings of Paul, xdpsos denotes the Saviour, and in 
about a hundred instances it is joined to His other names, 
as in the phrase before us. Perhaps in not more than three 
places, which are not quotations or based on quotations, does 
Paul apply xdpuos to God! It was a familiar and favourite 
designation—the exalted Jesus is “ Lord of all” —“ He has 
made Him both Lord and Christ.” He has won this Lord- 
ship by His blood. Phil. 11. 8,11. “He has been exalted,’’ 
that every tongue should salute Him as Lord. 1 Cor. xii. 3. 
While the title may belong to Him as Creator and Preserver, 
it is especially given Him as the enthroned. God-man, for His 
sceptre controls the universe. The range of that Lordship has 
infinitude for its extent, and eternity for its duration. The 
term, as Suicer quaintly remarks, refers not to ovcia, but to 
é£ovoia. And as He is Head of the church, and “ Head over 
all things to the church”’—its Proprietor, Organizer, Governor, 
Guardian, Blesser, and Judge—whose law it obeys, whose 
ordinances it hallows, whose spirit it cherishes, whose truth it 
conserves, and whose welcome to glory it anticipates and pre- 
pares for; therefore may He, sustaining such a relation to his 
spiritual kingdom, be so often and so fondly named as Lorp. 
The apostle invokes upon the Ephesians grace and peace from 
the Lord Jesus Christ whose supreme administration was 
designed to secure, and does actually confer, those lordly gifts. 


1 Stuart’s Essay, Biblical Repository, vol. iv. 


10 EPHESIANS I. 3. 


The mention of spiritual blessing fills the susceptible mind 
of the apostle with ardent gratitude, and incites him to praise. 
In his writings argument often rises into doxology—logic 
swells into lyrics. The Divine Source of these glorious gifts, 
He who gives them so richly and so constantly, is worthy of 
rapturous homage. They who get all must surely adore Him 
who gives all. With the third verse begins a sentence which 
terminates only at the end of the 14th verse, a sentence which 
enumerates the various and multiplied grounds of praise. 
These are :—holiness as the result and purpose of God’s eter- 
nal choice—adoption with its fruits, springing from the good 
pleasure of His will with the profuse bestowment of grace—all 
tracing themselves to the Father: pardon of sin by the blood 
of Christ—the summation of all things in Him—the interest 
of believers in Him—these in special connection with the 
Son: and the united privilege of hearing, and trusting, and 
being sealed, with their possession of the Harnest of future 
felicity—a sphere of blessing specially belonging to the Holy 
Ghost. Such are the leading ideas of a magnificent anthem 
—not bound together in philosophical precision, but each 
suggesting the other by a law of powerful association. The 
one truth instinctively gives birth to the other, and the con- 
nection is indicated chiefly by a series of participles. 

(Ver. 3.) Edaroyntés 0 Oeds xalb marip tod Kupiou udp 
"Inood Xpicrob— Blessed be the God and Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ.” The verb is usually omitted. The 
adjective in the doxology is placed before the substantive, 
because being used as a predicate, and representing an 
abstract quality, the emphasis lies on it. Such is the inva- 
riable usage in the Old Testament—not God is blessed, but, 
from the position of the words—Blessed be God, nim yra 
At least thirty times does the formula occur. Ps. Ixviil. 19 
in the Septuagint being a mistranslation or doubled version 
of the Hebrew, is only an apparent exception, and the phrase, 
Rom. ix. 5, we do not regard as a doxology. In all the 
passages quoted by Ellicott after Fritzsche—Rom. ix. 5—as 
if they were exceptions to this rule, it is edAoynuévos and not 
evrAoynTos which is employed, and there is a shade of differ- 
ence between the participle and the adjective—for while in 
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the Septuagint edAoynwévos is applied to God, edroynrds is 
never applied toman. Thus in 1 Kings x. 9, 2 Chron. ix. 8, 
which are parallel passages—yévorro being employed in the 
_ first instance, and éorw in the second; and in Job i. 21, 
- Ps, exii. 2, in both of which dvoya xuplov with etn occurs, 
the verbs, as might be expected, are followed immediately 
by their nominatives. Evdaoynros in the New Testament is 
applied only to God—His is perpetual and unchanging blessed- 
ness, perpetual and unchanging claim on the homage of His 
creatures. Eddoynpévos is used of such as are blessed of God, 
and on whom blessing is invoked from Him. Matt. xxi. 9; — 
Luke i. 28. But the blessedness we ascribe to God comes 
from no foreign source; it is already in Himself, an innate 
and joyous possession. Paul’s epistles usually begin with a 
similar ascription of praise (2 Cor. i. 3.) But in many cases 
—the majority of cases—he does not utter a formal ascription: 
he expresses the fact in such phrases as “I thank,” “We 
thank,” ‘“ We are bound to thank ’”’—“ God.” 

One would think that there is little dubiety in a formula so 
plain; for @eds and warp are in apposition, and both govern 
the following genitive—Blessed be the God of, and the Father 
of, our Lord Jesus Christ. The Divine Being is both God 
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Yet there are many 
who sever the two nouns——disjoining @eds from xvplov— 
and so render it, Blessed be God, who is the Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ. Theodoret, the Peschito, Whitby, 
and Bodius, with Harless, Meyer, Holzhausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Bisping, and Ellicott, are in favour of this opinion. 
But Jerome, Theophylact, Koppe, Michaelis, Riickert, Stier, 
Olshausen, and Alford, adhere to the former view, which we 
are disposed to adopt. The words of themselves would 
bear either construction, though Olshausen remarks that, to 
bring out the first opinion, the Greek should run eddAoyntés 
@cds 6 marnp. ‘Theodoret capriciously inserts the adjective 
npoev in his note upon Oeds. He represents the apostle as 
showing—d/Arav, as Tudv pév éote Oeds, Tod 88 Kuplov 
judy warnp, as if Paul meant to describe the Divine Being 
as our God and Christ’s Father. To say with Meyer that 
only matip requires a genitive and not Q@eds, is mere agser- 
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tion. The statement of Harless, too, that re should have been 
inserted before xai, if @eds governed xupiov, appears to us to 
be wholly groundless, nor do the investigations of Hartung, 
to which he refers, at all sustain him. Lehre von den 
Partikeln der Griech. Sprache, vol. i. 125. Compare 1 Peter 
ii. 25. Had the article occurred before wartjp, this particle 
might have been necessary; but its omission shows that the 
relation of @eds and qarjp is one of peculiar unity. Dis- 
tinct and independent prominence is not assigned to each 
term. Winer, § 19, 3, note. Nor is there any impropriety of 
thought in joining @eds with «vpfov—the God of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. @eds wév, says Theophylact, és capxwbévtos, 
matnp dé es; Oeod Adyou. The diction of the Greek Father, 
in the last clause, is not strictly correct, for the correlative 
terms are Father, Son, warp, vids: God, Word, @eds, Adryos. 
“The God of our Lord Jesus Christ” is a phrase which occurs 
also in the 17th verse of this chapter. On the cross, in the depth 
of His agony, the mysterious complaint of Jesus expressed the 
same relationship, “ My God, my God.” “TJ ascend,’ said He 
to Mary, “to my God and your God.” Rev. iii. 12. The 
phrase is therefore one of scriptural use. As man, Jesus 
owned Himself to be the servant of God. God’s commission 
He came to execute, God’s law He obeyed, and God’s will 
was His constant guide. As a pious and perfect man He 
served God, prayed to God, and trusted in God. And God, 
as God, stands in no distant relation to Christ—He is also 
His Father. The two characters are blended—“God and 
Father.” — See under verse 17. Sonship cannot indeed 
imply on Christ’s part posteriority of existence or derivation 
of essence, for such a notion is plainly inconsistent with His 
supreme Divinity. The name seems to mark identity of nature 
and prerogative, with infinite, eternal, unchanging, and recipro- 
cal love.t. Since this God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ 
sent Him into the world, prescribed His service of suffering 
and death, and accepted it as a complete atonement, it is 
therefore His prerogative to dispense the blessings so secured— 


1 For a spirited view of the doctrine of the Osévépares in the hymnology of the 
early church, the reader may consult Dorner, die Lehre von der Person Christi, second 
edition, vol. i, p. 294. See also Thomasius, Christi Persona, &c., § 41 (1857). 
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6 evroynoas jyais—“who blessed us’”—“ us,” not the 
apostle simply, as Koppe supposes from the contrast of dels 
in ver. 14. The persons blessed are the apostle and the 
members of that church addressed by him—he and they were 
alike recipients of divine favour. The evroyjoas stands in 
ideal contrast to the evrAoynrés—God blessed us, and we bless 
God; but His blessing of us is one of deed, our blessing 
of Him is only in word. He makes us blessed, we pronounce 
Him blessed. He confers on us wellbeing, we ascribe to Him 
wellbeing. Ours is denedicere, His is benefacere. The parti- 
ciple here, as in many places, has virtually a causal signi- 
ficance. Kiihner, § 667. We bless Him because He has 
blessed us. As the word expresses that divine beneficence 
which excites our gratitude, it must in a doxology have its 
widest significance. The enraptured mind selects in such a 
case the most powerful and intensive term, to express its sense 
of the divine generosity. As Fergusson in his own Doric 
says, “‘ The apostle does not propound the causes of salvation 
warshly, and in a cauldrife manner :— 

&y macy evroyia Tvevparich—“ with all spiritual blessing.”’ 
"Ey is used in an instrumental sense, and similar phraseology 
in reference to God occurs in Tobit viii. 15, James iii. 9. 
’"Evdoyla is not verbal wish expressed, but actual blessing 
conferred. The reader will notice the peculiar collocation of 
the three allied terms, ed-AoynTés-Aoyjoas-Aoyia, a repetition 
not uncommon in the Hebrew Scriptures, and found occasion~ 
ally among the Greek classics. 

The blessings are designated as spiritual, but in what 
sense? 1. Chrysostom, Grotius, Aretius, Holzhausen, and 
Macknight, suppose that the apostle intends a special and 
marked contrast between the spiritual blessings of the new 
dispensation, and the matertal and temporal blessings of the 
old economy. Temporal blessings, indeed, were of frequent 
promise in the Mosaic dispensation—dew of heaven, fatness of 
the earth, abundance of corn, wine, and oil, peace, longevity, 

1 Winer, Grammatib, § 40-5, b. i, denies that the aorist bears the meaning of 
repeated action in the New Testament, but Stuart, § 136, on the other hand, 


expressly affirms it, referring to James i, 11 and John iv. 12, in both of which 
passages, however, the tense may have its ordinary meaning of an indefinite past. 
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and a flourishing household. It is true that such gifts are 
not now bestowed as the immediate fruits of Christ’s media- 
tion, though, at the same time, godliness has “ the promise of 
the life that now is.” But mere worldly blessings have sunk 
into their subordinate place. When the sun rises, the stars 
that sparkled during night are eclipsed by the flood of superior 
brilliance and disappear, though they still keep their places ; so 
the blessings of this world may now be conferred, and may now 
be enjoyed by believers, but under the new dispensation their 
lustre is altogether dimmed and absorbed by those spiritual 
gifts which are its profuse and distinctive endowments. If 
there be any reference to the temporal blessings of the Jewish 
covenant, it can only, as Calvin says, be “ tacita antithesis.” 
2. Others regard the adjective as referring to the mind: or 
soul of man, such as Erasmus, Estius, Flatt, Wahl, and 
Wilke; while Koppe, Riickert, and Baumgarten-Crusius, 
express a doubtful acquiescence in this opinion. This inter- 
pretation yields a good meaning, inasmuch as these gifts are 
adapted to our inner or higher nature, and it is upon our 
spirtt that the Holy Ghost operates. But this is not the rul- 
ing sense of the epithet in the New Testament. It is, indeed, 
in a generic sense opposed to capxixds in 1 Cor. ix. 11, and 
in Rom. xv. 27, while in 1 Cor. xv. 44-46, it is employed 
in contrast with wWuystxos—the one term descriptive of an 
animal body, and the other of a body elevated above 
animal functions and organization, with which believers 
shall be clothed at the last day. Similar usage obtains in 
Eph. vi. 125 1 Pet. 1.5; 1 Cor. x. 8, 4. 38. But in all 
other passages where, as in this clause, the word is used to 
qualify Christian men, or Christian blessings, its ruling refer- 
ence is plainly to the Holy Spirit. Thus—spiritual gifts, 
Rom. i. 11; a special endowment of the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii. 1, 
xiv. 1, &c.; spiritual men, that is, men enjoying in an 
eminent degree the Spirit, 1 Cor. ii. 15, xiv. 37; and also in 
Gal. vi. 1; Rom. vii. 14; Eph. v. 195; Col. iii. 16; and in 
1 Cor. 11. 18, “ spiritual’? means produced by or belonging to 
the Holy Spirit. Therefore the prevailing usage of the New 
Testament warrants us in saying, that these blessings are 
termed spiritual from their connection with the Holy Spirit. 
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In this opinion we have the authority of the old Syriac version, 
which reads w639—“ of the Spirit;”’ and the concurrence of 
Cocceius, Harless, De Wette, Olshausen, Meier, Meyer, and 
Stier. The Pauline usus loquendi is decidedly in its favour. 

Idon—“ All.” The circle is complete. No needed blessing 
is wanted—nothing that God has promised, or Christ has 
secured, or that is indispensable to the symmetry and perfec- 
tion of the Christian character. And those blessings are all 
in the hand of the Spirit. Christianity is the dispensation 
of the Spirit, and as its graces are inwrought by Him, they 
are all named “ spiritual” after Him. 

It certainly narrows and weakens the doxology to confine 
those “blessings” wholly or chiefly to the charismata, or 
extraordinary gifts of the primitive church, as Wells and 
Whitby do. Those gifts were brilliant manifestations of 
divine power, but they have long since passed away, and are 
therefore inferior to the permanent graces—faith, hope, and 
love. They were not given to all, like the ordinary donations 
of the Holy Ghost. Theodoret, with juster appreciation, long 
ago said, that in addition to such endowments, &wxe rv 
rida THs dvactdcews, Tas THS a0avactas émayyeXias, 
TI UTocyerw THs Baciielas TOV otpavav, TO THs vioecias 
a&imua— the blessings referred to here are, the hope of 
the resurrection, the promises of immortality, the kingdom of 
heaven in reversion, and the dignity of adoption.’’ The bless- 
ings are stated by the apostle in the subsequent verses, and 
neither gifts, tongues, nor prophecy, occupy a place in the 
succinct and glowing enumeration :— 

év Tois érroupaviols ev xprorg@—“ in the heavenly places, in 
Christ ’’—a peculiar idiom, the meaning of which has been 
greatly disputed. What shall be supplied—mpaypyace or 
roots, things or places? ‘The translation, “‘In heavenly 
things,” is supported by Chrysostom, Theodoret, dicumenius, 
Luther, Baumgarten-Crusius, Holzhausen, Matthies, and 
Meier. This view makes the phrase a more definite charac- 
terization of the spiritual blessings. But the construction is 
against it, for the insertion of rots seems to show that it 
is neither a mere prolonged specification, nor, as in Hom- 
‘berg’s view, a mere parallel definition to év mdon etdoria. 
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The sentence, with such an explanation, even though the 
article should be supposed to designate a class, appears con~ 
fused and weakened with somewhat of tautology. Nor can 
we suppose, with Van Til, that there is simply a designed 
contrast to the terrestrial blessings of the Old Testament. 
The other supplement, rozrovs, appears preferable, and such is 
the opinion of the Syriac translator--who renders it. simply 
‘Load, in heaven—of Jerome, Drusius, Beza, Bengel, 
Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, De Wette, Meyer, Stier, and 
Bisping. The phrase occurs four times besides—i. 205 i. 6; 
ill. 10; vi. 12. In all these places in this one epistle, the 
idea of locality is expressly implied, and there is no reason 
why this clause should be an exception. Havrless remarks 
that the adjective, as éwi would suggest, has in the Pauline 
writings a local signification. 
But among such as hold this view there are some differ- 
ences of opinion. Jerome, Beza, Bodius, and Riickert would 
connect the phrase directly with edrAoyjoas; but the position 
of the words forbids the exegesis, and the participle must in 
such a case be taken with a proleptic or future signification. 
Beza alternates between two interpretations. According to 
his double view, men may be said to be blessed “ in heaven,” 
either because God the Blesser is in heaven, or because the 
blessings received are those which are characteristic of heaven 
—such blessings as are enjoyed by its blessed inhabitants. 
Calvin, Grotius, and Koppe argue, that the term points out the 
special designation of the spiritual blessings; that they are to 
be enjoyed in heaven. Grotius says, these spiritual blessings 
place us in heaven—* spe et jure.” The sweeping view of 
Calovius comprehends all these interpretations; the spiritual ° 
blessings are év rois évroupavious—ratione et originis, qualitatis, 
tatis et finis. The opinion of Slichtingius, Zanchius, and. 


1 While we heartily admire the enterprise of M. Pacho and Archdeacon Tattam, 
and the critical erudition of Mr. Cureton in reference to the literary remains of 
Ignatius, we may be allowed to refer in a matter of philology to two of his so- 
called epistles. Mention is made of té rovgavic x0) 4 ddn réiv &yyéaov, the heavenly 
regions and the glory of the angels. Ep. ad. Smyrn, vi. and also Ep..ad Trall.— 


rd brovgevic zai rks rorobtcing ries &yyedines—where torelecia stands in apposition to 
re Exougavic, 
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Olshausen, is almost identical. .The latter calls. it ‘the 
spiritual blessing which is in heaven, and so carries in it a 
heavenly nature. 1 

We have seen that the idea of locality 3 ig distinctly implied 
in the phrase év ro?s érovpavious. Olshausen is in error when he 
says that “ heavenly places ” in Paul’s writings signify heaven 
absolutely, for the phrase sometimes refers to a lower and 
nearer spiritual sphere of it ; ‘He hath raised us up, and made 
us sit together with Christ in the heavenly places.” Our 
session. with Christ is surely a present elevation—an honour 
and happiness even now enjoyed. ‘ We wrestle against prin- 
cipalities, against powers— against spiritual wickedness in 
heavenly places,” vi. 12. These dark spirits are not in heaven, 
for they are exiles from it, and our struggle with them is in the 
present life. There are, therefore, beyond a doubt, “heavenly 
places ” on earth. Now the gospel, or the Mediatorial reign, 
is “ the Kingdom of heaven.” That kingdom or reign of God 
is “in us,” or among us. Heaven is brought near to man 
through Christ Jesus. Those spiritual blessings conferred 
on us create heaven within us, and the scenes of Divine bene- 
faction are “heavenly places;” for wherever the light and 
love of God’s presence are so enjoyed, there is heaven. If 
such blessings are the one Spirit’s inworking,—that Spirit 
who in God’s name “ takes of the things that are Christ’s and 
shows them unto us’—then His influence diffuses the atmo- 
sphere of heaven around us. ‘ Our country is in heaven,” 
and we enjoy its immunities and prerogatives on earth. We 
would not: vaguely say, with Ernesti, Teller, and Schutze, 
that the expression simply means the church. True, in the 
church men are blessed, but the scenes of blessings here 
depicted represent the church in a special and glorious aspect, 
as a spot so like heaven, and so replete with the Spirit in the 
possession and enjoyment of His gifts—so filled with Christ 
and united to Him—so much of His love pervading it, and so 
much of His glory resting upon it, that it may be called ra 
éroupavia. The phrase may have been suggested, as Stier 
observes, by the region of Old Testament blessing—Canaan 

1 Der geistliche Segen welcher in Himmel ist, also auch himmlische Natur an 
sich triigt. 

C 


18 EPHESIANS I. 4. 


being given to.the chosen people of God as the God of 
Abraham. 

The words év Xpiore might be viewed as connected with 
Ta érrovpavia, and their position at the end of the verse might 
warrant such an exegesis. Christ at once creates and includes 
heaven. But they are better connected with the preceding 
participle, and in that connection they do not signify, as 
Chrysostom and Luther suppose, “through Christ” as an 
external cause of blessing, but “in Him.” Castalio supposing 
év to be superfluous, affectedly renders—in rebus Christi caeles- 
tibus, and Schoettgen erroneously takes the noun for the dativus 
commodi—in laudem Christ’. The words are reserved to the 
last with special emphasis. The apostle writes of blessing— 
spiritual blessing—all spiritual blessing—all spiritual blessing 

-in the heavenly places ; but adds at length the one sphere in 
which they are enjoyed—in Christ—in living union with the 
personal Redeemer. God blesses us: if the question be, 
When ? the aorist solves it; if it be, With what sort of gifts ? 
the ready answer is, ‘“ With all spiritual blessings’”—épy; and 
if it be, Where? the response is, “ In the heavenly places”. 
—éy; and if it be, How? the last words show it, “ in Christ ” 
—éey, the one preposition being used thrice, to point out varied 
but allied relations. If Christians are blessed, and so blessed 
with unsparing liberality and universal benefaction in Christ. 
through the Spirit’s influence upon them; and if the scenes 
of such transcendent enjoyment may be named without 
exaggeration “heavenly places”—may they not deeply and 
loudly bless the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ ? 
And go the triune operation of the triune God is introduced: 
the Father who blesses—the Son, in whom those: blessings 
are conferred—and the Spirit, by whose inner work they are 
enjoyed and from whom they receive their distinctive epithet. 

(Ver. 4.) Kafas é&eré£aro Hyds ev adtO—“ According as 
He chose us in Him.” The adverb xaOws defines the con- 
nection of this verse with the preceding. ‘That connection is 
modal rather than causal; «ads, like xcaOors, may signify 
sometimes “‘ because,” but the cause specified involves the 
idea of manner. Ka@os, in classic Greek cad, is the later 
form (Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 426), and denotes, as its 
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‘composition indicates, “ according as.” These spiritual bless- 
ings aré conferred onus, not merely because God chose 
us, but they are given to us in perfect harmony with His 
eternal purpose. Their number, variety, adaptation, and ful- 
ness, with the shape and the mode of their bestowment, are 
all in exact unison with God’s pretemporal and gracious 
resolution; they are given after the model of that pure and 
eternal archetype which was formed in the Divine mind— 

éferéEaro. —1 Cor. i. 27. The action belongs wholly 
to the past, as the aorist indicates. Kriiger, § 53, 5-1; 
Scheuerlein, § 32,2. ‘The idea involved in this word lay at 
the basis of the old theocracy, and it also pervades the New 
Testament. The Greek term corresponds to the Hebrew -nv 
of the Old Testament, which is applied so often to God’s 
selection of Abraham’s seed to be His peculiar people. Deut. 
iv. 87, vil. 6, 7; Isa. xli. 8; Ps. xxxiii. 12, xlvii. 4, 
&c. Usteri, Paulin. Lehrbegriff, p. 271. The verb before 
us, with its cognate forms, is used frequently to indicate the 
origin of that peculiar relation which believers sustain to 
God, and it also assigns the reason of that distinction which 
subsists between them and the world around them.’ What- 
ever the precise nature of this choice may be, the general. 
doctrine is, that the change of relation is not of man’s achieve- 
ment, but of God’s, and the aorist points to it as past; that 
man does not unite himself to God, but that God unites man 
to Himself, for there is no attractive power in man’s heart to 
collect and gather in upon it those spiritual blessings. But 
there is not merely this palpable right of initiation on the 
part of God; there is also the prerogative of sovereign bestow- 
ment, as is indicated by the composition of the verb and by 
the following pronoun, 7dés—“ us ”—we have; others want. 
The apostle speaks of himself and his fellow-saints at Ephesus. 
If God had not chosen them, they would never have chosen 
God. | 

Hofmann (Schriftb. p. 223, &c., 2nd ed. 1857) denies that 
the verb contains the idea of choice in its theological use. 
Admitting that it does mean to “ choose,” as in Joshua viii. 3, 
and to prefer, as in Gen. xiii. 11, Luke x. 42, he abjures in this 
place all notion of selection—they are chosen not out of otliers, 
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but chosen for a certain end—/iir etwas. The supposition is. 
ingenious, but it is contrary to the meaning of the compound 
verb, even in the passages selected by him, as Exodus xviii. 
25, Acts vi. 5, in which there is formal selection expressed— 
judges out of the people by Moses; deacons out from the 
membership of the early church. The phrase of éxdextod 
dyyerot in 1 Tim. v. 21, may, for aught we know, have a. 
meaning quite in harmony with the literal signification, or 
éxdexTos may bear a secondary sense, based on its primary 
meaning, such as Hofmann finds in Luke xxiii. 35, and accord- 
ing to a certain reading, in Luke ix. 35. But while there is a 
high destiny set before us, there is a choice of those who are 
to enjoy it, and this choice in itself, and plainly implying a con-: 
trast, the apostle describes by é&eXé£aro. On the other hand,. 
librard—Christliche Dogmatik, § 560, vol. ii. p. 695, 1851— 
denies that the end of election, considered as-individual eternal 
happiness, is contained in the verb; for election, according 
to him, signifies not the choice of individuals, but of.a multi- 
tude out of the profane world into the church, so that é«rexrés. 
ig synonymous with dytos. Election to external privilege is 
true, but it does not exhaust the purpose: for it would be 
stopping at the means without realizing the end. Besides, 
the choice of a multitude is simply the choice of each indivi- 
dual composing it. That multitude may be regarded as a 
unity by God, but to Him it is a unity of definite elements 
or members. On the divine side the elect, whatever their 
number, are a unity, and are so described—dv 6 déaxé 201, 
John vi. 89; wav 6 dé&wxas aire, John xvii. 2—a totality 
viewed by Omniscience as one;. but on the human side, the 
elect ave the whole company of believers, but thus individual- 
ized—rds 6 Dewpav Tov vidv Kat miarevov—John vi. 40 :— 

_ "Ey adré—“in Him,” for such is the genuine reading, not 
éauT®@, or in ipso, as the Vulgate has it and some commen- 
tators take it; nor “ to Elimself,” as the Ethiopic renders it. 
The reference is to Christ, but the nature of that reference 
has been disputed. Chrysostom says, “He by whom He has. 
blessed. us, is the same as He by whom He has chosen us; ” 
but afterwards he interprets the words before us thus—8d. rijs 
eis avrov miatews, and he capriciously ascribes the elective 
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act to Christ. Many, as a-Lapide, Estius, Bullinger, and 
Flatt, translate virtually, “on account of Christ.” But the 
apostolical idea is more definite and profound, “Ev airé 
seems to point out the position of the judas. Believers were 
looked upon as being in Christ their federal Head, when they 
were elected. To the prescient eye of God the entire church 
was embodied in Jesus—was looked upon as “in Him.” The 
church that was to be, appeared to the mind of Him who fills 
eternity, as already in being, and that ideal being was in 
Christ. It is true that God Himself is in Christ, and in Christ 
purposes and performs all that pertains to man’s redemption ; 
but the thought here is not that God in Christ has chosen us, 
but that when He elected us, we were regarded as being in 
Christ our representative—like as the human race was in 
Adam or the Jewish nation in Abraham. We were chosen— 

mpo KataBorhs xoopov,— before the foundation of the 
world.” — Similar phraseology occurs in Matt. xiii. 35; 
John xvii. 24; 1 Pet. i. 20. The more usual Pauline 
expressions. ate — mpd T@Y aiwvwv, 1 Cor. ii. 73 apo 
xpovev aiwviov, 2 Tim. i. 9. Kara8ors is also used in the 
same sense in the classics, and by Philo. Loesner, Observat. 
p. 3388; Passow, sub voce. Chrysostom, alluding to the 
composition of the noun xata-Sory, says fancifully— Beau- 
tiful is that word, as if he were pointing to the world cast 
down from a great height—yes, vast and indescribable is the 
height of God, so wide the distance between Creator and 
creature.” The phrase itself declares that this election is no 
act of time, for time dates from the creation. Prior to the 
commencement of time were we chosen in Christ. The 
generic idea, therefore, is what Olshausen calls Zeitlosighett, 
Timelessness, implying of course absolute eternity. The choice 
is eternal, and it realizes itself or takes effect in that actual 
separation by which the elect, of é«Aexrot, are brought out of 
the world into the church, and so become K«Anrot, dyiot, Kal 


1 Ka} xardis xeraBorry cirev, ds dad vives txpous xara BeBanttvor ptycrov xdrdy Seixvis, xel 
yhe iva pol dgaroy 7d impos rod Ocot, od rH rorgd, kAAg TH dvaxtywenndrs rig gootws. It is 
marvellous that Adam Clarke should find any allusion in the phrase to “ the com- 
mencement of the religious system of the Jews,” and that Barrington should render 
it, “ Before the foundation of the Jewish state.’ 
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quctol, Before that world which was to be lost in sin and 
misery was founded, its guilt and helplessness were present to 
the mind of God, and His gracious purposes toward it were. 
formed. ‘The prospect of its fall coexisted eternally with the 
design of its recovery by Christ— 

clvat Huds aylovs Kal au@pous Katevdrrvov avTrod — “in 
order that we should be holy, and without blame before 
Him.” Ejivas is the infinitive of design—“ that we should 
be.” Winer, § 44, 4; Col. i. 22. The two adjectives 
express. the same idea, with a slight shade of variation. . Deut, 
vu. 6, xiv. 2. The first is inner consecration to God, or 
holy principle—the positive aspect; the latter refers to its 
result, the life governed by such a power must be blameless 
and without reprehension—the negative aspect, as Alford and 
Ellicott term it. Tittmann, Synonym. p. 21. The pulsation 
of a holy heart leads to a stainless life, and this is the avowed 
purpose of our election. 

That the words describe.a moral condition is affirmed 
rightly by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Matthies, 
Meier, Stier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and De Wette. Some, 
however, such as Koppe, Meyer, von Gerlach, Bisping, and 
Harless, refer the phrase to that perfect justifying righteous- 
ness of believers to which the apostle alludes in Rom. iii. 21, 
22, v. 1, &c., viii. 1, &e.; 1 Cor. vi. 11. But the terms found 
here are different from those used by the apostle in the places 
quoted, where men are said to be justified, or fully acquitted 
from guilt, by their interest in the righteousness of Christ. 
On the other hand, the eternal purpose not only pardons, but 
also sanctifies, absolves in order to renew, and purifies in order 
to bestow perfection. It is the uniform teaching of Paul, that 
holiness is the end of our election, our calling, our pardon and . 
aceceptance. The phrase, “holy and without blame,” is never 
once applied to our complete justification before God; and, 
indeed, men are not regarded by God as innocent or sinless, 
for the fact of their sin remains unaltered; but they are 
treated as righteous—they are absolved from the penal con- 
sequences of their apostacy. It is no objection to our inter- 
pretation, which gives the words a moral, and not a legal or 
forensic signification, that men are not perfect in the present 
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state. We would not say apologetically, with Calixtus-- 
Quantum jiert potest, per Det ipsius gratiam et carnis nostra 
infirmitatem. We can admit no modification; for though the 
purpose begins to take effect here, it is not fully wrought out 
here, and we would not identify incipient operation with final 
perfection. The proper view, then, is that perfection is 
secured for us—that complete restoration to our first purity 
ig provided for us-—that He who chose us before time began, 
and when we were not, saw in us the full and final accom- 
plishment of His gracious purpose. When He elected us— 
He beheld realized in us His own ideal of restored and 
redeemed humanity.—See under chap. v. 27. Men are 
chosen in Christ, in order to be holy and without blame. 
1 Thess. iv. 7; Titus ii. 14. Jerome says, Hoc est, qut 
sanctt et immaculati ante non fuimus, ut postea essemus. The 
Father vindicates this view, and refutes such objections as 
Porphyry .was wont to advance, by putting the plain question, 
“Why, if there be no sovereignty, have Britain and the 
Trish tribes not known Moses and the prophets?” These 
facts are as appalling as any doctrine, and the fact must be 
overturned ere the doctrine can be impugned. The last 
lesson deduced by Jerome is, Concede Deo potentiam sui. 
 Kateveroy avtob-— before Him,” re. No good end is 
gained by reading avrod, with Harless and Scholz, as the sub- 
ject is remote. . The meaning is, indeed, Before Himself, that 
is, before God. Winer, § 22,55; note from Bremi; Kiihner, 
§ 628. As the middle form of é&e\é£aro indicates, they were 
chosen by God for Himself, and they are to be holy and 
blameless before Him. The reference to God is undoubted, 
and the phrase denotes the reality or genuineness of the holy 
and blameless state. God accounts it so. The “elect” are 
not esteemed righteous “merely before men,” as Theophylact 
explains. Their piety is not a brilliant hypocrisy. It is 
regarded as genuine, “before Him’’ whose glance at once 
detects and frowns upon the spurious, however plausible the 
disguise in which it may wrap itself. Such is another or 
second ground of praise. 

The reader may pardon a few digressive illustrations of the 
momentous doctrine of this verse. It would be a narrow 
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and superficial view of these words to imagine that they 
are meant to level Jewish pride, and that they describe 
simply the choice of the Gentiles to religious privilege. The 
purpose of the election is, that its objects should be holy, 
an end that cannot fail, for they are in Christ; in Him ideally 
when they were chosen, and also every man in his own 
order in Him actually, personally, and voluntarily, by faith. 
Yet the sovereign love of God is strikingly manifested, even 
in the bestowment of external advantage. Ephesus enjoyed 
what many a city in Asia Minor wanted. The motive that 
took Paul to Ephesus, and.the wind that sped the bark which 
carried him, were alike of God’s creation. It was not because 
God chanced to look down from His high throne, and saw the 
Ephesians bowing so superstitiously before the shrine of 
Diana, that His heart was moved, and He resolved in His 
mercy to give them the gospel. Nor was it because its citi- 
zens had a deeper relish for virtue and peace than the masses 
of population around them, that He sent among them the 
grace of his Spirit. “He is of one mind, and who can turn 
Him?” Every purpose is eternal, and awaits an evolution 
in the fulness of the time which is neither antedated nor post- 
poned. 

_.And the same difficulties are involved in this choice to 
external blessing, as are found in the election of men to per- 
sonal salvation. The whole procedure lies in the domain of 
pure sovereignty, and there can therefore be no partiality 
where none have any claim. The choice of Abraham is the 
great fact which explains and gives name to the doctrine. 
Why then should the race of Shem be selected, to the exclu- 
sion of Ham and Japheth? Why ofall the families in Shem 
should that of Terah be chosen? and why of all the members 
of Terah’s house should the individual Abraham be marked 
out, and set apart by God to be the father of a new race? 
As well impugn the fact as attempt to upset the doctrine. 
Providence presents similar views of the divine procedure, 
One is born in Europe with a fair face, and becomes enlightened 
and happy; another is born in Africa with a sable countenance, 
and is doomed to slavery and wretchedness. One has his birth 
from Christian parents, and is trained in virtue from his earlier 
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years; another has but a heritage of shame fiom his father, 
and the shadow of the gallows looms over his cradle. One is 
an heir of genius; another, with some malformation of brain, 
is an idiot. Some, under the enjoyment of Christian privilege, 
live and die unimpressed; others, with but scanty oppor- 
tunities, believe, and grow eminent in piety. Does not more .. 
seem really to be done by God externally for the conversion 
of some who live and die in impenitence, than for many who 
believe and are saved? And yet the divine prescience and 
predestination are not incompatible with human responsibility. 
Man is free, perfectly free, for his moral nature is never strained 
or violated. We protest, as warmly as Sir William Hamilton, 
against any form of Calvinism which affirms “that man has 
no will, agency, or moral personality of his own.”! Fore- 
knowledge, which is only another phase of electing love, no 
more changes the nature of a future incident, than after-know- 
ledge can affect a historical fact. God’s grace fits men for 
heaven, but men by unbelief prepare themselves for hell. It 
is not man’s non-election, but his continued sin, that leads to 
his eternal ruin. Nor is action impeded by the certainty of 
the divine foreknowledge. He who believes that God has 
appointed the hour of his death, is not fettered by such a faith 
in the earnest use of every means to prolong his life. And 
God does not act arbitrarily or capriciously. He has the best 
of reasons for his procedure, though he does not choose to 
disclose them to us. Sovereignty is but another name for 
highest and benignest equity. As Hooker says, “ They err 
who think that of the will of God to do this or that, there is 
no reason but His will.” Eecles. Pol., lib. i., chap. ii. 3. The 
question of the number of the saved is no element of the 
doctrine we are illustrating. There have, alas! been men, 
Calvino Calviniores, who have rashly, heartlessly, and unscrip- 
turally spoken of the éxAexro/ as a few—a small minority. God 
forbid. There are many reasons and hints in Scripture leading 
us to the very opposite conclusion. But, in fine, this is the 
practical lesson ; Christians have no grounds for self-felicita- 
tion in their possession of holiness and hope, as if with their 
own hand they had inscribed their names in the Book of Life. 


1 Discussions.on Philosophy, Literature, Kc., p. 600. Edin, 1852. 
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Their possession of “all spiritual blessing in the heavenly 
places” is not self-originated. Its one author is God, and He 
hath conferred it in harmony with his own eternal purpose 
regarding them. His is all the work, and His is all the 
glory. And therefore the apostle rejoices in this eternal 
election. It is cause of deep and prolonged thankfulness, not 
of gloom, distrust, or perplexity. The very eternity of design 
clothes the plan of salvation with a peculiar nobleness. It 
has its origin in an eternity behind us. The world was 
créated to be the theatre of redemption. Kindness, the result 
of momentary impulse, has not and cannot have such claim 
to gratitude as a beneficence which is the fruit of a matured 
and predetermined arrangement. The grace which springs 
from eternal choice must command the deepest homage of 
our nature, as in this doxology—EvAoyntos 6 Ocds—xalas 
éFeréEato. . . 

The eternity of the plan suggests another thought, which 
we may mention without assuming a polemical aspect, or 
entering into the intricacies of the supra~ and sub-lapsarian 
controversies. It is this—salvation is an original thought and 
resolution. It is no novel expedient struck out in the fertility 
of divine ingenuity, after God’s first purpose in regard to man 
had failed through man’s apostacy. It is no afterthought, but 
the embodiment of a design which, foreseeing our ruin, had 
made preparation for it. Neander, indeed, says the object of 
the apostle in this place is to show that Christianity was not 
inferior to Judaism as a new dispensation, but was in truth the 
more ancient and original, presupposed even by Judaism itself. 
The election in Christ preceded the election of the Jewish 
nation in their ancestors. Geschichte der Pflanzung, &c., ii. 
443, But to represent this as the main object of the apostle 
is to dethrone the principal idea, and to exalt a mere inferen- 
tial lesson into its place. 

Before proceeding to the words év dydmrn, we may remark, 
that the theory which makes foreseen holiness the ground of 
our election, and not its design, is clearly contrary to the 
apostolical statement; chosen—in order that we should be 
holy. So Augustine says that God chose us not guia futurd 
eramus, sed ut essemus sancti et tmmaculati. ‘There is no 
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voom for the conditional interjection of Grotius, Sz et homtnes 
faciant, quod debent. ‘The dilemma of those who base pre- 
destination upon prescience is:* if God foresaw this faith and 
-holiness, then those qualities were either self-created, or were 
to be bestowed by Himself; if the former, the grace of God is 
denied, and if the latter, the question turns upon itself— 
What prompted God to give them the faith and holiness 
which He foresaw they should possess? The doctrine so 
clearly taught in this verse was held in its leading element 
by the ancient church—by the Roman Clement, Ignatius, 
Hermas, Justin Martyr, and Iveneus, before Augustine 
worked it into a system, and Jerome armed himself on its 
behalf. It is foreign to our purpose to review the theory of 
Augustine, the revival of it by Gottschalk, or its reassertion 
by Calvin and Janssen; nor can we criticise the assault made 
upon it by Pelagius, or describe the keen antagonism of 
Calistus and Julian, followed up in later times by Arminius, 
Episcopius, Limborch, and Tomline. Suffice it to say, that 
many who imagine that they have explained away a diffi- 
culty by denying one phase of the doctrine, have only 
achieved the feat of shifting that difficulty into another posi- 
tion. The various modifications of what we reckon the truth 
contained in the apostolical statement, do not relieve us of 
the mystery, which belongs as well to simple Theism as to 
the evangelical system.2— Dr. Whately has, with character- 
‘teristic candour, admitted that the difficulty which relates to 
the character and moral government of God, presses as hard 


1 The Chevalier Ramsay and Dr, Adam Clarke deny that God knows the free 
actions of moral agents before they take place. 

? That prince of thinkers, the late Sir William Hamilton, says of the ‘Philosophy. 
of the Conditioned ”"—“It is here shown to be as irrational as irreligious, on the 
ground of human understanding, to deny, either, on the one hand, the foreknow- 
ledge, predestination, and free grace of God, or, on the other, the free will of man; 
that we should believe both, and both in unison, though unable to comprehend 
even either apart, This philosophy proclaims with St. Augustine, and Augustine 
in his maturest writings: —‘If there be not free grace in God, how can He save 
the world? and if there be not free will in man, how can the world by God be 
judged?’ (Ad Valentinum, Epist. 214.) Or, as the same doctrine is perhaps ex- 
piessed even better by St. Bernard :—‘ Abolish free will and there is nothing to be 
saved; abolish free grace, and there is nothing wherewithal to save. (De Gratid 
et Libero Arbitrio. c. ii-—Discussions, &¢. p. 598.)” 
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on the Arminian as the Calvinist, and Sir James Mackintosh 
has shown, with his usual luminous and dispassionate power, 
how dangerous it is to reason-as to the moral consequences 
which the opponents of this and similar doctrines may impute 
to them.! In short, whether this doctrine be identified with 
Pagan stoicism or Mahometan fatalism, and be rudely set 
aside, and the world placed under the inspection of an inert 
omniscience; or whether it be modified as to its end, and that 
be declared to be privilege, and not holiness; or as to its 
foundation, and that be alleged to be not gratuitous and irre- 
spective choice, but foreseen merit and goodness; or as to its 
subjects, and they be affirmed to be not individuals, but com- 
munities ; or as to its result, and it be reckoned contingent, 
and not absolute ; or whether the idea of election be diluted 
into mere preferential choice: whichever of these theories be 
adopted—and they have been advocated in some of these 
aspects not only by some of the early Fathers,? but by Arch- 
bishops Bramhall,? Sancroft,? King,’ Lawrence,$ Sumner,’ and 
‘Whately, and by Milton,? Molina,” Faber," Nitzsch,” Hase,¥ 


1 Miscellaneous Works, p, 139, 

2 Origen, Philoc. cap. xxv.; Justin Martyr, Dial. cum Tryph. § 141; Clem. 
Alex. Strom. vi. See also Wiggers, Versuch einer pragmatischer Darstellung des 
Augustinismus und Pelagianismus. Berlin, 1821. 

. 4 Controversy with Hobbes on Liberty and Necessity, Work, tome iii. Dublin, 1677. 

4 Fur Preedestinatus, &c., a satire which Lord Macaulay justly styles ‘a hideous 
caricature.”—THistory of England, vol. ii. p. 389, 8th ed. 

5 Sermon on Predestination, preached before the Irish House of Lords in 1719— 
usually annexed to his well-known treatise “ On the Origin of Evil,” and reprinted 
with notes by Dr. Whately. in 1821. 

8 Bampton Lecture “On the Articles of the Church of England improperly con- 
sidered Calvinistical.” 1826. 

7 Archbishop of Canterbury, Apostolical Preaching Considered. 1826. 

8 Essays on Some Difficulties in the Writings of St. Paul, p. 91. 

9Jn his treatise De Doctrind Christiand, printed first in 1825, by Dr. Sumner, 
now Bishop of Winchester. 

0 A Spanish Jesuit of the University of Evora in Portugal, who, in his advocacy 
of semipelagian views, first gave currency to the term scientia media, in his treatise 
Liberi arbitrit concordia cum gratie donis, Divina prescientia, providentia, predesti- 
natione, et reprobatione. Lisbon, 1588. 

Ni On the Primitive Doctrine of Election: London, 1842. 

12 System der Christ]. Lehre, § 141, 5th Auflage. 1844, 

13 TWutterus Redivivus, § 91, 6th Auflage. Leipzig, 1845, 
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Lange Copleston,? Chandler, Locke, Watson,’ and many 
others—such hypotheses leave the central difficulty still 
unsolved, and throw us back on the unconditioned and undi- 
vided sovereignty of Him “ of whom, to whom, and’ through 
whom ate all things,”—all whose plans and purposes wrought 
out in the church, and designed to promote His glory, have 
been conceived in the vast and incomprehensible solitudes of 
His own eternity. I can only say, in conclusion, with the 
martyr Ridley, when he wrote on this high theme to Bradford 
— “Tn these matters I am so fearful, that I dare not speak 
further; yea, almost none otherwise than the text does, as it 
were, lead me by the hand.” 

The position of the words év dydmy will so far determine 
their meaning, but that position it is difficult to assign. 
Much may be said on either side. 1. If the words are kept, 
as in the Textus Receptus, at the end of the fourth verse, 
then some would join them to é£eré£aro, and others to the 
adjectives immediately preceding them. ‘That ey dydmy at 
the end of the verse should refer to é£eré£aro at the beginning, 
is highly improbable. The construction would be so awkward, 
that we wonder how Cicumenius, Flacius, Olearius, Bucer, 
and Flatt could have adopted it. The entire verse would 
intervene between a reference to the act of election and the 
motive which is supposed to prompt to it. 2. Others, such 
as the Vulgate and Coptic, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Luther, 


1Von der freien und Allgemeinen Gnade Gottes. Elberfeld, 1831. Written 
against Booth’s Reign of Grace. See Payne’s Lectures on Divine Sovereignty, p. 69. 

2 An Inquiry into the Doctrine of Necessity and Predestination. 1821. 

3 Institutes of Theology, vol. iii. See for opposing arguments the systems of 
Hill, Dick, Woods, Chalmers, Wardlaw, and Finney, and of Mastricht, Turretine, 
Stapfer, and Pictet. See Reuss, Histoire de la Theologie Chret. &c., vol. ii. 18 2: Stras- 
bourg, 1852, Schmidt's Dogmatih, part iii. § 30. Dritte Auflage, Frankfort, 1853. 
Messner die Lehre der Apostel, &c., p. 252. See also Treatise on the Augustinian 
Doctrine of Predestination, by J. B. Mozley, B.D., Oxford. In this volume, with no 
little argument, he elaborates the theory that where our conceptions are indistinct, 
contradictory propositions may be accepted as equally true—such contradictory pro- 
positions as God’s predestination and man’s free will. But surely we cannot affirm 
them to be contradictory unless we fully comprehend them, and though they may 
appear contradictory when viewed under human aspects and conditions, we dare 
not transfer such contradictions to the domain of theology, for the whole question, 
as Mansel says, “transcends the limits of human thought.” Bampton Lecture, p. 
412, 2d ed. 
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Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
and Alford, join the words to the adjectives ayot nal duapor, 
as if love were represented as the consummation of Christian 
virtue. The doctrine itself is a glorious truth—all the Chris- 
tian graces at length disappear in love, as the flower is lost in 
the fruit. Those who refer the adjectives to justifying right- 
eousness—justitia imputata—object to this view that it is not 
Pauline, but that é» wiores would be the words employed. 
8. Though we are not hampered by such a false exegesis, 
we prefer to join éy dydiy to the following verse, and for 
these reasons:— Where Gyvos is used along with duos, as in. 
Eph. v. 27, and even in Col. i. 22, where a third epithet, 
aveyxdjros, is also employed, there is no such supplementary 
phrase as év ayaémn. Alford tries to get rid of this objection 
by saying that év dydary refers not to the epithets alone, but 
to the entire last clause. Yet the plea does not avail him, 
for his exegesis really makes év dydiy a qualification of the 
two adjectives. Olshausen appeals to other passages, but the 
reference cannot be sustained; for in Jude 24 the additional 
phrase év dyadddoe: qualifies not dudpos, but the entire pre- 
ceding clause—the presentation of the saved to God. When 
synonymous epithets are used, a qualifying formula is some- 
times added, as in déumrrous, 1 Thess. iii. 18, but blameless 
in what? the adjective is proleptic, and dy dyswodtvy is added. 
Koch, Comment., p. 272. The words év efpyvy occur also in 
2 Pet. iii. 14, in the same clause with dua@pnros, but they 
belong not, as Olshausen supposes, to the adjective; they 
rather qualify the verb edpePjva:— found in peace.” If év 
ayarn belonged to the preceding adjectives, we should expect 
it to follow them immediately; but the words xcatevwriov 
avdrod intervene. The construction is not against the Pauline 
style and usage, as may be seen, chap. iii, 18, vi. 18, in 
which places the emphasis is laid on the preceding phrase. 
Nor has Alford’s other argument more force in it—that the 
verbs and participles in this paragraph precede these quali- 
fying clauses: for we demur to the correctness of the state- 
ment. 1. We interpret the 8th verse differently, and make 
év macy copia Kai dpovice qualify the following yvepioas. 
2. The other qualifying clauses following the verbs and par- 
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ticiples in this paragraph are of a different nature from this, 
four of them being’ introduced by xard—referring to rule or 
measurement, and not to motive in itself or its elements, 
3. It is more natural, besides, to join the words to the fol- 
lowing verse, where adoption is spoken of; for the only source 
of it is the love of God, and it forms no objection to this view 
that év aydzn precedes the participle. Love is implied in pre- 
destination. Di-lectio presupponitur E-lectioni, says Thomas 
Aquinas. And lastly, the spirit of the paragraph is God’s 
dealing towards man in its great and gracious features; and 
not precisely or definitely the features or elements of man’s 
perfection as secured by Him. The minuter specifications 
belong to God—His eternal purpose and His realization of it. 

_ The union of év &ydzry with mpoopicas is sanctioned by the 
old Syriac version, by the fathers Chrysostom, Theophylact,,. 
Theodoret,. and Jerome; by Zanchius, Crocius, Bengel, 
Koppe, Storr, Riickert, Harless, De Wette, Olshausen, Holz- 
hausen, Stier, Turner, and Ellicott; and by the editors 
Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann, and Tischendorf. 

(Ver. 5.) "Ev aydan rpoopicas fas ets viobeclav did. Inood 
Xpicrod eis adtov—“ In love having predestinated us for the 
adoption of children by Jesus Christ to Himself” Still 
another or third ground of praise. "Ev dydsrn, dyci, rpoopicas, 
says Chrysostom,and Jerome renders tn charitate predestinans. 
Saints enjoy the privilege and heritage of adoption. The 
source of this blessing is love, and that love, unrestrained and 
self-originated, has developed its power and attachment— 
“ according to the good pleasure of His will.” This verse is, 
to some extent, only a different phase of the truth contained 
in the preceding one. The idea of adoption was a favourite 
one with the apostle—Rom. viii. 14, 15, 19, 28, ix. 4; 2 Cor. 
vi. 18; Gal. ii. 7, 26, iv. 5, 6, 7; Heb. ii. 10, xii. 5-8, 
&c. In the Old Testament piety is denominated by the filial 
relationship “sons of God.” Gen. vi. 2. The theocratic 
connection of, Israel with God is also pictured by the same 
tender tie. Ex. iv. 22; Jer. 11.19; Hos. 1.10. Yiobec/a— 
Oerov viov wotetoGac—conveys a similar idea, with this dis- 
tinction, that the sonship is not a natural but a constituted 
relationship, for the @erés was quite distinct from the yviouos. 
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The idea here is not merely that of sonship, as Usteri ima- 
gines, but sonship acquired by adoption. Paulin. Lehrbegriff, 
p. 194. Whatever blessings were implied. or shadowed out 
in the Israelitish adoption, belong now. to Christians. For 
they possess a likeness to their Father in the lustrous linea- 
ments of His moral character, and they have the enjoyment 
of His special love, the privilege of near and familiar access, 
the wholesome and necessary discipline withheld from the 
bastard or foundling—Heb. xii. 8—and a rich provision at 
the same time out of His glorious fulness, for they have an 
inheritance, as is told in ver. 11. God and all that God is, 
God and all that God has, is their boundless and eternal pos- 
session—1 Cor. iii. 21-23—to be enjoyed in that home whose 
material glories are only surpassed by its spiritual splendours. 
Adoption is, therefore, a combined subjective view of the 
cardinal blessings of justification and sanctification. | 

TIpoopicas—The signification of the verb is, “ to mark out 
beforehand,” and it is the act of God. We were marked out 
for adoption—srpé ; not before others, but before time. The 
mpo does not of itself express this, but the spirit of the con- 
text would lead to this conclusion. The general idea is the 
same as that involved in é£exé£aro, though there is a specific 
distinction. The end preappointed—zpé, is implied in the 
one; the mass out of which choice is made—éx, is glanced at 
by the other. In the first case, the Divine mind is supposed 
to look forward to the glorious destiny to which believers are 
set apart;.in the second case, it looks down upon the unde- 
serving stock out of which it chose them. IIpoopicas may 
indicate an action prior to é£eré£aro— Having foreappointed 
us to the adoption of children, He chose us in Christ Jesus.” 
Donaldson, § 574; Winer, § 451. Womberge—FParerga, p. 
286—thus paraphrases, Postquam nos pradestinaret adoptan- 
dos, eligit etiam nos, ut simus sanctt. But as the action both 
of verb and participle belongs to God, we would rather take 
the participle as synchronous with the verb. Bernhardy, 
p- 883. For though the order of the Divine decrees is a sub- 
ject too high for us, as we can neither grasp infinitude nor 
span eternity, yet we may say that there is oneness and not 
succession of thought in God’s mind, simultaneous idea and 
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not. consecutive arrangement. See Martensen’s Christliche 
Dogmatik, §§ 207, 208, 209; Kiel, 1855. The doctrine taught 
is, that our reception of the blessings, prerogatives, and pros- 
pects implied in adoption, is not of our own merit, but is 
wholly of God. The returning prodigal does not win his 
way back into the paternal mansion. This purpose to accept 
us existed ere the fact of our apostacy had manifested itself, 
and being without epoch of origin, it comes not within the 
limits of chronology. It pre-existed time. It is strange to 
find the German psychology attempting to revive out of these 
words Origen’s dream of the pre-existence of souls. Surely 
it forgets that He whose mind comprises beginning and end, 
“calls things that are not, as though they were.” 

8a "Incod Xpiotop—not simply for Christ’s sake, but by 
means of His mediation, since but for Him the family had 
never been constituted. God's Son is the “ first-born” of the » 
vast household, and fraternal relation to Him is filial relation 
to God. 

els avtév-—“ to Himself.” It matters not much whether 
the reading be avrdv or avrov. The former, coming so closely 
after dca I.X., is certainly preferable, while the latter reading 
has at least the merit of settling the reference. Griesbach, 
Knapp, and Scholz, following Beza, Stephens, and Mill, have 
avrov. Other editors, such as Erasmus, Wetstein, Lachmann, 
and Tischendorf, prefer avrov, and they are supported by 
Harless, Olshausen, and Meyer. The reference of the word, 
however, is plainly to God. To 8é ets adrév Tov Tratépa reve 
—Theodoret. Some, indeed, refer the pronoun to Christ. 
The scholastic interpreters, Anselm and Thomas Aquinas, did 
this, and they have been followed by Vorstius, Bullinger, 
a-Lapide, and Goodwin, who, however, as his manner is, 
combines both the views; “the Holy Ghost,” he adds, 
“intended both.” But these expositors are more or less 
paraphrastic and wide of the truth. Others, referring it to 
God, give it the signification of a dative, such as Calvin, 
Beza, and Calixtus, who join the words with zpoopicas, and 
find in the formula this idea that the cause of our adoption 
lies only in God, that predestination is not caused by any 


motive or power foreign to Himself—eztra seipsum. But this - 
D 
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exegesis is a capricious and unwarranted construction of eds 
with its accusative. Others, again, take it as a dativus com- 
modi for éavrd, as Grotius, Koppe, Holzhausen, and Meier. 
“ God has made us His own children,” a meaning which does 
not bring out the full force of the word. Not very different is 
the explanation of Riickert, who makes it equivalent to adrod 
in the genitive—“ He has predestined us to His own adoption.” 
The apostle does not use a preposition where a simple dative 
or a genitive would have sufficed. Others, retaining the 
undoubted meaning of the accusative, would render it in 
various ways. Piscator translates—Ad gloriam gratie sue. 
Theophylact, with Cacumenius, explains, rv eis adrov dvd- 
youcav—adoption leading to Him. Olshausen’s notion is not 
dissimilar. De Wette renders simply fur thn; that is, for 
Him whose glory is the ultimate end of the great work: of 
redemption. ‘Theodore of Mopsuestia thus expounds it, iva 
abTod viol Neyoimeda Te Kau ypnwaTiCwpev. Something of the 
truth lies in all those modes of explanation, with the exception 
of the view of Calvin, and those who think with him. Eis 
occurs twice in the verse, first pointing out the nearer object 
of mpoopicas, and then the relation of the spiritual adoption 
to God. In such a case as the last, eis indicates a relation 
different from the simple dative, and one often found in the 
theology of the apostle. Winer, § 49, § 31-4. Adoption has 
its medium in Christ: but it has its ultimate enjoyment and 
blessing in God. Himself is our Father—Hts household we 
enter—H1g welcome we are saluted with—His name and 
dignity we weat—His image we possess—His discipline we 
receive—and His home, secured and prepared for us, we hope 
for ever to dwell in.. To HimsELF we are adopted. The origin 
of this privilege and distinction is the Divine love. That love 
was not originated by us, nor is it an essential feeling on the 
part of God, for it has been exercised— 

cata, rHv ebddoxlav Tob Oedijpatos abrodO— according to the 
good pleasure of His will.” Kard, as usual, denotes rule 
or measure. Winer, § 49. Evdoxéa, according to Jerome a 
word coined by the Seventy, rebus novis nova verba fingentes, 
has two meanings; that of will—it seems good to me— 
voluntas liberrima—* mere good pleasure ;” and that of bene- 
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volence or goodwill. The former meaning is held by Chry- 
sostom (7rd oodpov OéAnua), by Grotius, Calvin, Flatt, 
Riickert, De Wette, Ellicott, and Stier, with the Vulgate and 
Syriac. The notion of “ goodwill,” or benignant purpose, is 
advocated by Drusius, Beza, Bodius, Réell, Harless, Olshau- 
sen, and Baumgarten-Crusius. Such is its prevailing accepta- 
tion in the Septuagint, as representing the Hebrew jis. 
The translators gave this rendering on purpose and with 
discrimination, for when jx signifies will or decree, as it 
sometimes does, they render it by Oé\nua. Compare Ps. 
xix, 15, li. 19, Ixxxix. 18, ev. 4, with Esther i. 8; Ps. 
xxix. 5, x8; Dan. vili. 4, xi. 38, 16, &. The Seventy 
render the proper name my. (Delight), Cant. vi. 4, by eddoxia, 
Symmachus by eddoxnr7. In the New Testament the mean- 
ing is not different. Luke i. 14; Rom. x. 1; Philip. i. 15, 
ii. 138. Matt. xi. 26, and the parallel passage, Luke x. 21, 
may admit of the other meaning, and yet, as Harless sug- 
gests, the context, with its verb #yadArdcaro, seems to 
support the more common signification. Fritzsche ad Rom. 
ii. 869—note. Lillicott virtually gives up his decision, by 
admitting that ‘ goodness is necessarily involved ;” and the 
philological and contextual arguments of Hodge for the first 
view are utterly inconclusive. We agree with De Wette that 
the reference in eddoxéa is to be sought, not in the mpowpio- 
pévot, but in mpoopicas; but it defines His will as being 
something more than a mere decree resting on sovereignty, 
and there is on this account all the more reason why praise is 
due, for the clause is still connected with etroynrés. Cicu- 
menius well defines it, 4 éa’ evapyeria Bovrnows. Theodoret 
says, that the Sacred Scripture understands by eddoxia,—ro 
ayabov tod ©. OérAnpa. The @érnua—not an Attic term 
(Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 7)—in itself simple purpose, has 
in it an element of eddoxia. Benignity characterizes His 
unbiassed will. 

And the proof of this statement is plain to a demonstration. 
For though adoption among men usually results from child- 
lessness, and because no son has a seat on their hearth, they 
bring home the orphaned wanderer, no motive of this kind 
has place with God. His heart rejoices over myriads of His 
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unfallen progeny, and His glory would not have been unseen, 
nor His praises unsung, though this fallen world had sunk 
into endless and hopeless perdition. Again, while men 
adopt a child not merely because they like it, but because 
they think it likeable in features or in temper, there was 
nothing in us to excite God’s love, nay there was every- 
thing to quench it in such a ruined and self-ruined creature. 
So plain is it, that if God love and adopt us, that love has 
no assignable reason save “the good pleasure of His will.” 
In endeavouring to show that the occurrence of cata rhv 
evdoxiay after év dydary is no tautology, Olshausen says, that 
ayamn refers to the proper essence of God, and that eddoxla 
brings out the prominent benevolence of the individual act of 
His will. The opinion of Harléss is similar, that dydan is 
the general emotion, and that its special expression as the 
result of will is contained in eddoxia. Perhaps the apostle’s 
meaning is, that while adoption is the correlative fruit of love, 
purpose, special and benign, has its peculiar and appropriate 
sphere of action in predestination—zpooplcas—xara. There 
is “ well,” for if God love sinners so as to make them sons, it 
is not because His nature necessitates it, but because He wills 
it. Yet this will clothes itself, not in bare decree, but “ dn 
good pleasure,” and such good pleasure is seen deepening into 
love in their actual inbringing. The idea of this clause is 
therefore quite different from that of the last clause of v. 11. 
(Ver. 6.) His @rawvov 50£ns ths ydperos adrod— To the 
praise of the glory of His grace.” Eis occurs thrice in the 
sentence—first pointing out the object of predestination— 
then, in immediate sequence, marking the connection of the 
adopted with God—and now designating the final end of the 
process—relations objective, personal, and teleological, dif- 
ferent indeed, yet closely united. Ad£éns has not the article, 
being defined by the following genitive, which with its pro- 
noun is that of possession. Winer, § 19, 2, b; Madvig, 
§ 10,2. This verse describes not the mere result, but the 
final purpose, of God’s mpoopicpos. The proximate end is 
man’s salvation, but the ultimate purpose is God’s own glory, 
the manifestation of His moral excellence. 2 Cor. i. 20; 
Philip, i. 11, 11. 11. Jt was natural in an ascription of 
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praise to introduce this idea, the apostle’s offering of praise 
--eurAoyNTOS 6 Oeds—heing at that moment a realization of 
this very purpose, and therefore acceptable to Him. Some 
critical editors read atrod, but without valid reason. 

The reduction of the phrase to a Hebraism is a feeble 
exegesis, ‘That reduction has been attempted in two ways. 
Some, like Grotius and Estius, resolve it into eds érawwov évdo£ov 
——to the glorious praise of His grace. Others, as Beza, Koppe, 
Winer, Holzhausen, and Meier, construe it as ydpis evdo%os. 
But it is not generally His glorious grace, but this one special 
element of that grace which is to be praised. Winer, § 30, 31; 
Bernhardy, p. 53. Xdpus is favour, Divine favour, proving 
that man has not only no merit, but that, in spite of demerit, 
he is saved and blessed by God. (See under chap. ii. 5-8.) 
Its glory is its fulness, freeness, and condescension. It shrinks 
from no sacrifice, averts itself from no species or amount of 
guilt, enriches its objects with the choicest favours, and con- 
fers upon them the noblest honours. It has effected what 
it purposed—stooping to the depths, it has raised us to the 
heights of filial dignity. Still farther: this grace, with its 
characteristic glory, is a property in God’s nature which 
could never have been displayed but for the introduction of 
sin, and God’s design to save sinners. This, then, was His 
great and ultimate end, that the glory of His grace should be 
seen and praised, that this element of His character should 
be exhibited in its peculiar splendour, for without it all 
conceptions of the Divine nature must have been limited and 
unworthy. And as this grace lay in His heart, and as its 
exhibition springs from choice, and not from essential obliga- 
tion, it is praised by the church, which receives it, and by the 
universe, which admires it. Therefore to reveal Himself fully, 
to display His full-orbed glory, was an end worthy of God.’ 
The idea of Stier, that the words have a subjective reference, 
is far-fetched, as if the apostle had said that we are predestined 
to be ourselves the praise of his glory. All that is good in 
this interpretation is really comprised in the view already 
given. 


1 No one who has read, can forget, the magnificent. tract of Jonathan Edwards — 
“ God’s Chief End in Creation.” Works, i. p. 41; ed. 1806, London. 
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év 7, ox Rs éyaplrocev jyds.—The former reading has in 
its favour D, E, F, G,K,L. The Vulgate and Syriac cannot 
be adduced as decided authorities, as they have often charac- 
teristic modes of translation in such places. For #5 we have 
the two old MSS. A and B, and Chrysostom’s first quotation 
of the clause. Authorities are pretty nearly balanced, and 
editors and critics are therefore divided—Tischendorf and 
Ellicott being for the first, Lachmann and Alford for the 
second—but the meaning is not affected whichever reading 
be adopted. While éy 7 is well supported, 75 would seem to 
be quite in harmony with Pauline usage, and is the more 
difficult of the two readings, tempting a copyist on that 
account to alter it. It stands so by attraction. Bernhardy, 
p- 299; Winer § 241; Eph. iv. 1; 2 Cor. i. 45 see also 
under ver. 8. Two classes of meanings have been assigned 
to the verb:— 

1. That of Chrysostom, and the Greek fathers, who usually 
follow him, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Gicumenius; also 
of many of the Catholic interpreters, and of Beza, Luther, 
Calvin, Piscator, Olshausen, Holzhausen, Passavant, and the 
English version. The verb is supposed by them to refer to 
the personal or subjective result of grace, which is to give men 
acceptance with God—gratos et acceptos reddidit. Men filled 
with gratia are gratiost in the eye of God. Luther renders 
angenehm gemacht, as in our version, “made accepted.” 
Chrysostom’s philological argument is, the apostle does not 
say 4s évaploato andr’ évaplrwocey judas, that is, the apostle 
does not say, ‘“ which he has graciously given,” but “ with 
which he has made us gracious.” He further explains the 
term by Kat érepdatovs érroijoev—" He has made us objects 
of his love;” and he employs this striking and beautiful 
figure— It is as if one were to take a leper, wasted with 
malady and disease, with age, destitution, and hunger, and 
were to change him all at once into a lovely youth, sur- 
passing all men in beauty, shedding a bright lustre from his 
cheeks, and eclipsing the solar beam with the glances of his 
eyes, and then were to set him in the flower of his age and 
clothe him in purple, and with a diadem, and all the vest- 
ments of royalty. Thus has God arrayed and adorned our 
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soul, and made it an object of beauty, delight, and love.” 
But the notion conveyed in this figure appears to us to be 
foreign to the meaning of the term. The word occurs, indeed, 
with a similar meaning in the Septuagint, Sirach xvii. 17, 
where avnp xeyapirwpévos is a man full of grace and bland- 
ness; and the same book, ix. 8, according to the Codex A and 
Clement’s quotation, has the same participle, as if it were 
synonymous with evuopdos—comely, well-shaped. Opera, p. 
257; Colonie, 1688. Such a sense, however, is not in har- 
mony with the formation of the verb or the usage of the New 
Testament. Yet Mohler, in his Symbolik, § 18, 14, uses the 
clause as an argument for the justitia inhwrens of the Romish 
church. 

2. The verb yapitéw, a word of the later Greek, signifies 
according to the analogy of its formation—to grace, to bestow 
grace upon. So some of the older commentators, as Cocceius, 
Réell, and most modern ones. Verbs in 6 signify to give 
action or existence to the thing or quality specified by the 
correlate noun, have what Kiihner appropriately calls ein 
jactitive Bedeutung, § 368. Thus, wupow—I set on fire, 
Gavarow—lI put to death, that is, I give action to wip and 
ddvaros. Buttmann, § 119. Xapitdw will thus indicate 
the communication or bestowment of the ydpus. The grace 
_ spoken of is God’s, and that grace is liberally conferred upon 
us. To maintain the alliteration it may be rendered, The 
grace with which He graced us, or the favour with which He 
favoured us. The Vulgate has gratificavit, and the Syriac 
S4aJ3—which He has poured out. Xdpis has an objec” 
tive meaning here, as it usually has in the Pauline writings, 
and Keyapitwpévn, applied to the Virgin (Luke 1. 28, Valck- 
naer, ap. Luc. i. 28), signifies favoured of God, the selected 
recipient of His peculiar grace. Test. xii. Patr. p. 698. The 
use of a noun with its correlate verb is not uncommon. Eph. 
i, 3, 19, 20; 1.4; 1v.1; Donaldson, § 466; Winer, § 24, 1. 
The spirit of the declaration is—To the praise of the glory of 
His grace, which He so liberally conferred upon us—the aorist 
referring to past indefinite time and not to present condition. 
The liberal bestowment of that grace is its crown and glory. 
It was with no stinted hand that God gave it, as the following 
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context abundantly shows. This glory of grace which is to 
be lauded is not its innate and inoperative greatness, but its 
communicated amount. The financial prosperity of a people - 
is not in useless and treasured bullion, but the coined metal 
in actual circulation. The value is not in the jewel as it 
lies in the depth of the mine, in the midst of unconscious 
darkness, but as it is cut, polished, and sparkling in the royal 
diadem. So it is not grace aa a latent attribute, but grace in 
profuse donation, and effecting its high and holy purpose ; it 
is not grace gazed at in God’s heart, but grace felt in ours, 
felt in rich variety and. continuous reception—it is “ the grace 
with which He graced us,” that is to be praised for its 
glory. And it is poured out— 

év TO Hryarrnuevme— in the Beloved.” Some MSS., such 
as Di, E, F, G, add vid adrod, an evident gloss followed by 
the Vulgate and Latin fathers. The Syriac adds the pronoun, 
in his Beloved— . ola, The reference is undoubtedly to 
Christ. Matt, i. 17; xvii. 5; John, iii. 16; 1 John, iv. 9, 
10, 11; or Col. i. 18—o6 vids tis aydrns adrod. Jesus 1s the 
object of the Father’s love—eternal, boundless, and immut- 
able; and “in Him” as the one living sphere, not for His 
sake only, men are enriched with grace. But what suggested 
such an epithet here? 1. The apostle had said, “In love 
having predestinated us to the adoption of children.” We, . 
as adopted children, are indeed loved, but there is another, 
the Son, the own beloved Son. It was not, therefore, affec- 
tion craving indulgence, or eager for an object on which to 
expend itself, that led to our adoption. There-was no void 
in His bosom, the loved One lay in it. 2. The mediatorial 
representative of fallen humanity is the object of special affec- 
tion on the part of God, and im Him men are also loved by 
God. Bengel suggests that the ydpus we enjoy is different 
from this é@ydan. Still the apostle affirms that we share in 
love as well as grace. 38. The following verse tells us that 
redemption comes to us dia Tod aiwatos—by His blood, for 
the Beloved One is the sacrifice. What love, therefore, on the 
Father’s part to deliver Him up—what praise to the glory of 
His grace—and what claim has Jesus to be the loved One 
also of His church, when His self-sacrificing love for them 


EPHESIANS I. 7. 41 


has proved and. sustained its fervour in the agonies of a violent 
and vicarious death! For the next thought is— 

(Ver. 7.) "Ev 6 éyopuev tiv arodttpwow Oud TOD alwaros 
avrov—“ In whom we have redemption by His blood.” The 
apostle now specifies some fruits of that grace—illustrates 
éyapirocev. From a recital of past acts of God toward us he 
comes now to our present blessing. Redemption stands out to 
his mind as the deliverance—so unique in its nature and so 
well known, that it has the article prefixed. It is enshrined 


‘in solitary eminence. The idea fills the Old Testament, for 


» 


the blessing which the Levitical ritual embodied and symbo- 
lized was redemption—deliverance from evil by means of 
sacrifice. Lev.i. 4,9; iv. 26; xvii.11. Blood was the medium 
of expiation and of exemption from penalty. Umbreit, Der 
Brief an die Rémer ausgelegt, p. 261: Gotha, 1856. ’Azro- 
AUTpwots, as its origin intimates, signifies deliverance by the 
payment of a price or ransom—Avrpov. It has been said that 
the idea of ransom is sometimes dropped, and that the word 
denotes merely rescue. We question this, at least in the New 
Testament ; certainly not in Rom. viii. 23, for the redemp- 
tion of the body is, equally with that of the soul, the result of 
Christ’s ransom-work. Even in Heb. xi, 35, and in Luke 
xxi. 28, we might say that the notion of ransom is not alto- 
gether sunk, though it be of secondary moment; in the one 
case it is apostacy, in the other, the destruction of the Jewish 
state, which is the ideal price. We have the simple noun in 
Luke 1. 68; u. 38; Heb. ix. 12; and Avrpddv in Luke xxiv. 
21; Tit. ii. 14. The human race need deliverance, and they 
cannot, either by price or by conquest, effect their own libera- 
tion, for the penal evil which sin has entailed upon them 
fetters and subdues them. But redemption is not an imme- 
diate act of sovereign prerogative; it is represented as the 
result of a process which involved and necessitated the death 
of Christ. The means of deliverance, or the price paid, was the 
blood of Christ—ésd tod aiwaros adrod ; as in Acts xx. 28, 
where we have meperroujoaro, and 1 Cor. vi. 20, where we have, 
under a different aspect nyopdoOnre, and similarly in Gal. ili. 
13. Blood is the material of expiation. The death of Jesus 
was one of blood, for it was a violent death; and that blood— 
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the blood of a sinless man, on whom the Divine law had no 
claim, and could have none—was. poured out as a vicarious 
offering. The atonement was indispensable to remission of 
sin—it was To AvTpov—the price of infinite value. Matt. xx. 
28; xxvi. 28; Mark x. 45; Heb. ix. 22. The law of God 
must be maintained in its purity ere guilty man can be par- 
doned. The universal Governor glorifies his law, and by the 
same act enables Himself to forgive its transgressors. The 
nexus we may not be able to discover fully, but we believe, 
in opposition to the view of Schleiermacher, Coleridge, and 
others, that the death of Christ has governmental relations, 
has an influence on our salvation totally different in nature 
and sphere of operation, from its subjective power in subduing 
the heart by the love which it presents, and the thrilling 
motives which it brings to bear upon it. See Reuss, Hist. de 
la Theologie Chretienne aw Siecle Apostolique, tome ii. p. 182. 

ev 6—“‘in whom;’’ not as Koppe, Flatt, and others would 
have it, “on account of whom.” The ocd points to the instru- 
mental connection which the death of Christ has with our 
redemption, but éy to the method in which that redemption 
becomes ours. Rom. ii. 24. Aud regards the means of pro- 
vision, év the mode of reception—in Christ the Beloved, in 
loving, confiding union with Him as the one sphere—a 
thought vitally pervading the paragraph and the entire epistle. 
For how can we have safety if we are out of the Saviour? 
Rom. viii. 1, 33. 

The apostle places the forgiveness of sins in apposition with 
redemption, not as its only element, but as a blessing imme- 
diate, characteristic, and prominent— 

Thy dpeow TV TaparTopdtrov— the forgiveness of sins.” 
Col. 1.14. Tlapdwrrwpya—falling aside, offence, differs from 
dpaptia, not exactly, as Jerome affirms, that the first term 


1“ Quand done vous entendez ici parler de son sang, ne vous representez ni 
celui de la Circoncisicn, quand Ie couteau de la Loi lui en sit perdre quelques 
gouttes, huit jours aprés sa naissance; ni celui de son agonie, quand l’excés du ' 
trouble qu'il ressentoit en son esprit, lui en sit suér des grumeaux dans le jardin 
des Olives ; ni celui de sa flagellation, quand les verges des soldats lui en tirerent 
des ruisseaux dans le Pretoire. C'est celui de sa mort méme.”—Sermons sur 
PEpitre de St. Paul aus Ephesiens, par feu M. Du Bosc, tome i. p. 277. 1699. 
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means the lapse toward sin, and the second the completed act 
in itself, for wapdarTwua is expressly applied by Paul in Rom. 
v. 15, &c., to the first sin of the first man—that offence of 
which duapria, or a sinful state, is the sad and universal 
result. The word, therefore, signifies here that series and 
succession of individual sinful acts with which every man is 
chargeable, or the actual and numerous results and manifesta- 
tions of our sinful condition. "“Adeous—sometimes standing 
by itself, but generally with auwapr/wy—is release from some- 
thing which binds, from the chain which fetters—Luke iv. 19 
—or the debt or tribute which oppresses. Esther ii. 18. It 
frees from the éde/Anua—tfrom debt, as at the year of jubilee. 
Lev. xxv. 81; xxvii. 24. It is, therefore, the remission of 
that which is due to us on account of offences, so that our 
liability to punishment is cancelled. It is surely wrong in 
Alford to make ddbecw coextensive with drorAwtpwaow. In the 
New Testament the noun does not signify “ all riddance from 
the practice and consequences of our transgression,” but defi- 
nitely and specially remission of the penalty. Mark iii. 29; 
Acts, ii. 38 (the gift of the Spirit there succeeding that of. 
forgiveness); Acts xii. 38, 39; xxvi. 18; Heb. x.18. But 
arrodtTpwows is much wider, being not only man’s deliverance 
from all evil—from sin, Satan, and death—but his entrance 
into all the good which a redeeming God has provided—peace, 
joy, and life—a title to heaven and preparation for it. The 
aeows of this verse is not, therefore, “equipollent” with 
arrorvtpwors, but the following paragraph is; for the dmronv- 
Tpwots contains the series of blessings described in it, and 
among them forgiveness of sins has a first and prominent 
place. "Ageous differs from wdpecus (Rom. iii. 25), for the latter 
is praetermission, not remission; the suspension of the penalty, 
or the forbearing to inflict it, but not its entire abrogation. 
Fritzsche Ad Rom., vol.i., p. 199; Trench On Synon. § 38. 
But the blessing here is remission. And it is full, all past sin 
being blotted out, and provision being made that future guilt 
shall also be remitted. Permanent dwelling in Christ, (év 6,) 
secures continued forgiveness. That forgiveness also is free, 
because it is the result of His sacrifice—é:d aiparos ; and it 
is irreversible, since it is God that justifies, and who shall 
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impeach His equity? or shall He revoke His own sentence of 
absolution ? | 

And the apostle says, éyouev—in the present time; not like 
evroynoas, éEeréEato, mpooplcas, éyapitwoev—descriptive of 
past acts of God. The meaning is not—We have got it, and 
now possess it as a distinct and perfect blessing, but we are 
getting it—are in continuous possession of it. We are ever 
needing, and so are ever having tt, for we are still “in Him,” 
and the merit of His blood is unexhausted. Forgiveness is 
not a blessing complete at any point of time in our human 
existence, and therefore we are still receiving it. See under 
Col. i. 14. 

But those raparropara are many and wanton—not only 
numerous, but provoking, so that forgiveness, to reach us, 
must be patient and ample, and the apostle characterizes its 
measure as being— 

Kata Td TrodToS THs ydpuTos avrod— according to the 
riches of His grace. With Riickert, Lachmann, and Tischen- 
dorf, on the authority of A, B, D', F, G, we prefer the neuter 
TO TAodTOS, a form which occurs, according to the best MSS., - 
in Eph. ii. 7, 11. 8,16; Phil. iv. 19; Col. i. 27, ii. 2; Winer, 
§ 9,2, 2. ndobdros is what Paley calls one of the “cant” 
words of the apostle, that is, one of the favourite terms which 
he often introduces—“ riches of goodness,” “riches of glory,” 
“viches of full assurance,’ “riches of wisdom,” &. It 
serves no purpose to resolve the formula into a Hebraism, so 
that it might be rendered “his rich’ grace,” or “his gracious 
riches,” for the genitive is that of possession connected with 
its pronoun. Winer, § 30,.3,1. The classic Greeks use a 
similar construction of two substantives. The adrod evidently 
refers to God, and some MSS. read atrod. Xdps—see under 
ii. 8. The spirit of the clause may be thus illustrated:—The 
favour of man toward offenders is soon exhausted, and accord- 
ing to its penury, it soon wearies of forgiving. But God’s 
grace has unbounded liberality. Much is expended; many 
sinners of all lands, ages, and crimes are pardoned, fully par- — 
doned, often pardoned, and frankly pardoned, but infinite 
wealth of grace remains behind. It is also to be remarked, 
that ydpis and aiua are really not opposed. Atonement is 
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not in antagonism with grace. Jor the opulence of His 
grace is seen not only in its innumerable forms and varieties 
of operation among men, but also in the unasked and un- 
merited provision of such an atonement, so perfect and glo- 
rious in its relation to God and man, as the blood of the 
“ Beloved One.” 

(Ver. 8.) “Hs érepiccevcer eis jyas.— Which He has 


made to abound toward us.”’ *Hs is the result of attraction. 


If it stand for #v, then the verb will have a transitive significa- 
tion— Which he hath made, or caused to abound.” But-if 
4s stand for the dative, as Calvin, Camerarius, and Schmid 
suppose, the meaning is that of our version—* In which he 
has abounded toward us.” Winer, § 24,1. But the New 
Testament affords no example of such an attraction, though 
this be the usual signification of the verb. The Vulgate, 
taking it for a nominative, falsely reads gue superabundavit in 
nobis; and Piscator’s exegesis is wholly arbitrary, copiose se 
efudit. It is, however, natural to suppose that there is no 


change in the ruling nominative. Attraction seldom takes | 


place except when the relative should stand in the accusative 
(Kiihner, § 787, Anmerk. 4; Jelf, § 822), so that, with the 
more modern interpreters, we take 75 as the substitute of the 
accusative, and prefer the transitive sense of the verb. Such 
a Hiphil signification belongs to the word in 1 Thess. iii. 12; 
2 Cor, iv. 15, 1x. 8. The relative does not denote the mode 
of abundance, but the matter of it. It has been suggested— 
Ellicott, p. 164—that, as verba faciendt, like mepurcedw, may 
have an appended accusative elicited from the verb, “ make 
an abundance of’’—so the principle of attraction need not be 
applied to 7s. Beza gives it, gua redundavit. ‘The riches of 
His grace are not given us in pinched exactness, or limited 
and scanty measurement—where sin abounds, grace super- 
abounds. Rom: v. 20. God knows that He cannot exhaust 
the wealth of His grace, and therefore He lavishes it with 
unstinted generosity upon us. ‘Theophylact explains the 
clause thus: ap@ovas é£éyeev— He hath poured it upon us 
unsparingly.” And the apostle, having spoken of forgiveness 
as an immediate blessing, adds— 

év maon copia cal dpovnoes— in all wisdom and pru- 


s 
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dence.” The preliminary question refers to the position of 
this clause. Should it be joined to the preceding ézepic- 
ceucev, or does it belong to the following verse, and qualify 
the participle yrwpicas? If it stand in connection with the 
foregoing verb, it may be variously interpreted. Four forms 
of exegesis have been proposed :—— : 

1. Calvin, Balduin, and Beza understand the phrase as a 
general name for the gospel, and their meaning is, that the 
vocation of men, by the perfectly wise plan of the gospel, is 
to be ascribed to grace as really as is their election. 

2. Others understand it as referring to the gifts of wisdom 
and prudence which accompany the reception of divine for- 
giveness. So Aretius, Calixtus, Wolf, Bengel, Morus, Flatt, 
Meyer, Meier, Matthies, Bisping, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
virtually Harless—“ According to the riches of His grace, 
which He made to abound toward us, along with the gifts of 
wisdom and prudence.” Or as Ellicott says— It may mark 
out the sphere and element in which the wepiccevcey is 
evinced and realized.” But the clause so interpreted may be 
either logically connected with érepiocevcev or yvwpicas, and 
may mean either “ He hath abounded toward us,’”’ and one 
proof and result of such abundance is the bestowment of these 
graces; or He hath made us wise and prudent, because He 
hath made known to us the mystery of His will, Thus Cicu- 
menius, who joins the words with the following verse—codous 
Kat ppovisous roujocas oUTas éyvdpicev TO pvoTHpiov. If we 
preferred this exegesis, we should adopt the latter modifica- 
tion, which some of these critics also espouse, namely, that 
the wisdom and prudence are neither the proof nor the sphere 
of grace abounding toward us, but are the effects of God’s 
disclosure of the mystery of His will. 

8. Some, again, refer the words to God, as if they were 
descriptive of the manner in which He has caused His grace 
to abound toward us. God in all wisdom and prudence has 
made all grace to abound toward us. So Castalio, Riickert, 
De Wette, Grotius (in one of his explanations), Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and Alford—a connection which Ellicott stigmatizes 
“as in the highest degree unsatisfactory.” 

4, The opinion of Olshausen, endorsed by Stier, is quite 
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arbitrary and peculiar—“ that we should walk in all wisdom 
and prudence ;”’ a paraphrase which would indicate an un- 
wonted and fatal elasticity in the apostle’s diction. 

We propose to join the words with the participle, yuwpicas 
—Having in all wisdom and prudence made known to us 
the mystery of His will.” The construction is similar to that 
vindicated in ver. 5, with regard to év aydarn, and is not 
unusual in the Pauline writings. The idea is homogeneous, 
if the words are thus connected. Wisdom and prudence have 
no natural connection with the abounding of grace. Grace in 
its wealth or profusion does not suggest the notions of wisdom 
and prudence. ‘The two circles of thought are not concentric 
in any of the hypotheses we have referred to. For if the 
words “in all wisdom and prudence” be referred to God, as 
descriptive of His mode of operation, they are scarcely in 
harmony with the leading idea of the verse; at least there 
would be a want of consecutive unity. For it is not so much 
His wisdom as His love, not so much His intelligence as His 
generosity, which marks and glorifies the method of His pro- 
cedure. The same remarks equally apply to the theory which 
looks upon the clause in dispute as a formal description of the 
scheme of the gospel. 

Nor if the words be referred to gifts of “wisdom and 
prudence,” conferred along with grace, or be regarded as the 
sphere of its operation, is the harmony any better preserved. 
Wisdom and prudence are not the ideas you would expect to 
find in such a connection. But, on the other hand, “ wisdom 
and prudence” are essentially connected with the disclosure 
of a mystery. A mystery is not to be flung abroad without 
due discrimination. The revealer of it wisely selects his 
audience, and prudently chooses the proper time, place, and 
method for his disclosure. To make. it known to minds not 
prepared to receive it, to flash it upon his attendants in full 
force and without previous and gradual training, might defeat 
the very purpose which the initiator has in view. The quali- 
ties referred to are therefore indispensable requisites to the 
publication of a mystery. 

An objection, however, is stated against this exegesis by 
Harless, and the objection is also adopted by Meyer, Matthies, 
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and Olshausen. Harless boldly affirms that dpdyyots cannot 
be predicated of God. It is true that this intellectual quality 
is not ascribed to God in the New Testament, the word 
occurring only in another place. But in the Septuagint, on 
which the linguistic usage of the New Testament is based, it is 
applied to God as Creator (Prov. 111. 19), and in a similar pas- 
sage, Jer. x. 12, and the Divine attribute of wisdom personified. 
in Prov. viii. 14, exclaims, gus) dpdvnow—“ intelligence is 
mine.” Why should dpdvnots be less applicable than yvdous 
to God? Prudence, indeed, in its common acceptation, can 
scarcely be ascribed to the Omniscient. Still, if God in any 
action displays those qualities which in a man might be 
called prudence, then such a property may be ascribed to 
him in perfect analogy with the common anthropomorphism 
of Scripture. But dpdvnois may not signify prudence in its 
usual acceptation. It is the action of the pv or mind. 
Wisdom is often ascribed to God, and ¢pdvycts is the action 
of His wise mind—its intuitive formation of purposes and 
resolutions in His infinite wisdom. To refer dpdvycis always 
to practical discretion, as Estius, Bengel, and Krebs do, is 
unwarranted. Yoda is not simply and always scientia theo- 
retica, nor dpovynots scientia practica. The words are so 
explained, indeed, by Cicero—pévyos, que est rerum expe- 
tendarum fugiendarumque scientia. De Offic. i. 48. In the pas- 
sages adduced by Krebs? and Loesner? from Josephus and 
Philo, the word does not certainly bear out Cicero’s definition, 
but in some of them rather signifies insight, or perspicacity. 
In the classics it often denotes that practical wisdom which is 
indispensable to civil government. ‘The term occurs only in 
another place in the New Testament, Luke i. 17, where it is 
rendered “the wisdom of the just,” and where it certainly 
does not refer to prudence. It stands in the Septuagint as 
the representative of no less than nine different Hebrew 
words, That it is referred to God in the Seventy, shows 
that it may be predicated of Him in the New Testament. 
Lopia is the attribute of wisdom, and dpdvyors is its special 
aspect, or the sphere of operation in which it developes itself. 


1 Observationes in Novum Test. ¢ Fl. Josepho, p. 825. 
2 Observationes in Novum Test. e Philone Alexandrino, p. 388. 
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Thus, in Prov. x. 23, 4 8¢ codla dvdph rleret dpovnow. Com- 
pare also in Septuagint 1 Kings iv. 29; Dan. ii. 21; Joseph. 
Antig. il. 5, 7, viii. 7, 5. It is not so much the result of 
wisdom, as a peculiar phase of its action. Intellectual action 
under the guidance of codia is dpovnows—intelligence. Beza’s 
view is not very different from this. The word, therefore, 
may signify in this clause that sagacity which an initiator 
manifests in the disclosure of a mystery—a quality which, 
after the manner of men, is ascribed to God. 

It is objected, again, that the adjective wdon, added to 
cop. kat pov. forbids the application of the terms to God. 
Meyer admits that dpov. may be applied to God, but denies 
that maca Ppdvnots can be so applied. We can say of God, 
Harless remarks, “in Him is all wisdom, but not He has done 
this or that in all wisdom.” Olshausen homologates the state- 
“ment, his argument being, that God possesses all attributes 
absolutely. De Wette, who, however, joins the words to the 
preceding clause, but applies them to God, answers, that the 
Divine wisdom, in reaching its end by every serviceable 
means, appears not as absolute, but only as relative, and he 
explains the clause, ¢n aller dazu dienlicher Wetsheit und Hin-~ 
sicht. But what hinders that the word should be rendered 
“in all,” which though it may be literally “ every kind,” yet 
virtually signifies highest, or absolute wisdom and discretion? 
Harless again withstands this, and says, es bezetchnet nie die 
Intension sondern nur die Hatension. Let the following ex- 
amples suffice for our purpose:—Matt. xxvili. 18, aoa éEouvcla 
—all power—absolute power; Acts v. 28, the prison was 
shut, év radon acpareia— with all safety,” in their opinion, 
with absolute security ; 1 Tim. i. 15, mdons dmodoyfAs d&os 
—worthy of all or of absolute credit and welcome; and in 
many other places. Nor is this sense unknown to the-classics: 
mdvr ériotHuns —absolute knowledge;! waca dvayxn—utmost 
or absolute necessity ;? és wav xaxod—into extreme distress ;? 
eis wdvta Kivdvvov—into extreme danger ;* eis wacay aoplay 
—to the utmost embarrassment.5 So that in was the idea of 


1 Sophocles, Antig. 721. 3 Herod. vii. 118; ix. 118. 
"2 Plato, Phadr. 235. 4 Xenophon, Cyr. vii. 2, 22. 
5 Polybius, tii, 77, 4. See also Pape and Passow in their respective Lexicons. 
E 


50 EPHESIANS I. 9. 


intension is at least inferentially bound up with that of exten- 
sion. Such appear to us sufficient reasons for connecting the 
words with yvwpicas, and regarding them as qualifying it, 
or defining the method in which the mystery has been dis- 
closed. . 

But among those who connect the words with yvwpicas, 
there are some forms of interpretation adopted which may be 
noticed and set aside. The first is that of Chrysostom, who, 
in one of his expositions, refers the ‘“ wisdom and prudence ”’ 
to the mystery, as if they were descriptive of its qualities: 
TOUTO yap éoTL TO puoTHpLOY TO TdoNS Topias TE yéuoV Kal 
dpovycews— for this mystery is marked by its fulness of 
wisdom and prudence.” He is followed by Koppe, who, as 
is common with him, suggests this metaphrase: To puorrpiov 
copatatroy Kat dpoviworatov. ‘These interpretations are not 
warranted by the syntax. Reverting, then, to the view we 
have already stated, we are of opinion that the words qualify 
yvwpicas. For this purpose there is no need that they be 
placed after it. The participle is at the same time intimately 
connected with the verb éwepiccevcev. It contains one of the 
elements of the ydpis, which God has made to abound. His 
having made known of His goodwill this higher aspect of 
Christ’s work, is ascribed to that grace which, in this way 
and for this purpose, He hath caused to abound towards us. 
It is also one of the elements of darodvTpwors, and one of 
the fruits of that death which secured it. This connection 
is approved by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, Homberg, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Koppe, Semler, and Holzhausen, by 
the editors Griesbach and Scholz, and by Conybeare. The 
verses are left undivided by Lachmann and Tischendorf. 

(Ver. 9.) Tvapioas juiv 7d puoripiov Tod Oedrpatos avrod 
— Having in all wisdom and prudence made known to us 
the mystery of His will.” Tvwpicas stands to érepicceucev 
much in the same way as mpoopicas did to é&eAéEaro. Bern- 
hardy, p. 383, And so in iii. 10, when the apostle speaks 
of God unveiling a great mystery, he adds that by such a 
disclosure His “manifold wisdom” is made known to the prin- 
cipalities and powers. The essential idea of zvorptov, what- 
ever may be the application, is, something into the knowledge 


AY 
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of which one must be initiated, ere he comprehend it. In 
such a passage as this, it is not something unknowable, but 
something unknown till fitting disclosure has been made of it; 
something long hid, but at length discovered to us by God, 
and therefore a matter of pure revelation. The mystery itself 
is unfolded in the following verse. It is not the gospel or 


_ salvation generally, but a special purpose of God in reference 


to His universe. And it is called the mystery of “ His will” 
—rod bedjparos—the genitive being either subjective, because 
it has its origin in His own inscrutable purpose; or rather, the 
genitive being that of object, because His will is its theme— 

Kara thy ebdoxtav abrob—“ according to His good pleasure.” 
Evsoxia has. been already explained under ver. 5. Though 
the mystery be His will, yet in His benevolent regards He 
has disclosed it. "We preferred in the previous edition joining 
the phrase with the following clause and verse, but the similar 
use of xaré and its modal clause in ver. 5 induces us, with 
Meyer, Riickert, and Olshausen, to connect it with yvwpicas:— 

jv mpoe$ero év avt@—“ which He purposed in Himself.” 
The verb occurs only in two other places, Rom. i. 13, iii. 
25—and there may be here a quasi-temporal sense in spo. 
The meaning implied in the reflexive form aitr@, which Hahn 
rightly prints in opposition to Tischendorf and Lachmann, is 
correct. Luther and Bengel refer it to Christ—but the recur- 
rence of the proper name in the next clause forbids such a 
reference in the pronoun here. The purpose takes effect in 
Christ, but it is conceived in.God’s own heart. “In Himself” 
He formed this design, for He is surrounded by no co-ordinate 
wisdom—“ With whom took He counsel?” This and the 
next verse are intimately connected. Some, such as Bengel, 
suppose the verb dvaxeharatmoacbat to be connected with 
yvepicas, and others unite it with mpoéOero, but it stands out 
as the object to which the whole previous verse points, and of 
which it is an explanation. 

(Ver. 10.) Hus otxovowiay rod mAnpdpatos Tov Katpdoy— 
“Tn reference to the dispensation of the fulness of the times.” 
Winer, § 49, a. The article is absent before ofxovoyiay, as 
the term is so well defined by the following genitives. Winer, 
§ 19, 2 b. Eis does not signify “until,” as Bullinger, 


52 . EPHESIANS I. 10. 


Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Bucer,Zanchius, and Grofius have 
supposed ; as if the sense were—that the mystery had been 
kept concealed until this dispensation was introduced. This 
gives an emphasis and intensity of meaning to mpoé0ero, which 
the word cannot well bear. Nor can es be rightly taken for 
év, as is done by Jerome, Pelagius, Anselm, Beza, Piscator, 
and the Vulgate, for the meaning would be vague and diluted. 
‘Eis is “in reference to.” Ofxovouia signifies house-arrangement, 
or dispensation, and is rendéred by Theophylact, Svodenocs, 
katdoracis. The word in the New Testament occurs in 
Luke xvi. 2, 8, 4, in the general sense of stewardship, either 
the administration itself or the office, and the corresponding 
noun, oixovosos, is found in the same chapter, and in Rom. 
xvi. 23. Schweigh. Lex. Polyb., p. 403. Oixovouia is also 
used with special reference to the gospel, and sometimes 
describes it as an arrangement or dispensation under charge 
of the apostles as its “stewards.” 1 Cor. iv. 1, 2, ix. 17; 
Eph. iii. 2; Col. i. 25; Tit. i. 7; 1 Pet. iv. 10. Luther, 
led away by this idea, and by the “dispensatio” of the 
Vulgate, refers the term to preaching, and to the disclosure 
of the mystery—dass es geprediget wiirde. The noun does 
not signify specifically and of itself, the dispensation of grace, 
though the context leaves us in no doubt that such is the 
allusion here;. but it characterizes it-as an arrangement 
organized and secured in all its parts. Eph. iii.2,9; 1 Tim. 
1,4. It is not made up of a series of disconnected truths 
and events, but it is a compact and symmetrical system of 
perfect harmony in all its reciprocal bearings and adapta-. 
tions. The adjustment is exact, so that each truth shines 
and is shone upon; each fact is a cause and a consequent, 
is like a link in a chain, which holds and is held. It isa 
plan of infinite wisdom, where nothing is out of place, or 
happens either within or beyond its time. 

And the scheme is characterized as being rod rAnpoparos 
Tov Katpov—the genitive having its characterizing sense. 
Scheuerlein, § 16, 3. Into the sense of wAjpwpya we shall 
inquire at some length under the last verse of this chapter. 
The phrase marks the period of the dispensation. It cannot 
be the genitive of object—administratio eorum que restant 
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tempora, as Storr supposes, taking mAnjpwpa in an active sense, 
nor can we say with Koppe, that there is any reference to 
extrema tempora—the last day ; nor with Baumgarten-Crusius, 
that the time specified is the remaining duration of the world. 
Harless gives, perhaps too narrowly, an exegetical sense to 
‘the words, as if they explained what was meant by the 
economy, to wit, a period when the mystery might be safely 
revealed—making the genitive that of identity. Nor can we 
suppose, with Stier, that these “times are parallel to the 
economy, and of equal duration,” that they comprehend de 
ganze Zeitdauer dieser Anstalt—“ for it developes and com- 
pletes itself through adjusted times and periods.” This view 
is adopted and eulogized by Alford. It seems to us, however, 
to be putting more into the words than of themselves they 
will bear. The genitive catp@v presents a temporal idea, and 
TAnpeparos may be that of characterization. Winer, § 35, 2; 
or as in Jude, xplows weydAns jyépas. Itis an economy charac- 
terized by the fulness of the times—that is, introduced at the 
fulness of the times. The passages adduced by Alford are 
not at all analogous, for they have different contextual rela- 
tions, and all of them want the element of thought contained 
in wAjpepa. ‘True, there are under the gospel caspol eOvar, 
Luke xxi. 24; kaupoi dvarrifews, Acts ili. 195 xaspots idiots, 
1 Tim. ii. 6B—each of these phrases having a special and 
absolute reference. But aAsjpwma is relative, and implies a 
period which gradually, and in course of ages, has become 
filled up; and as the coming of Christ was preceded both by 
expectancy and preparation—so we have ra rédy THY aldvor 
(1 Cor. x. 11), éa’ éoydrav Trav jyepav (Heb. i. 1), in the 
New Testament; and again and again in the Old Testament, 
“the latter days”—“ days to come:” therefore the phrase 
here may define the economy by its marked temporal charac- 
teristic, as being full~timed and right-timed. Our view may 
be thus expressed: The time prior to the dispensation is at 
length filled up, for we take wAjpwya in its passive sense. 
The wAjpopua is regarded as a vast receptacle into which 
centuries and millenniums had been falling, but it was now 
filled. Thus, Herodotus iii. 22, Sons mwAjpopa paxporaroy 
—the longest fulness of life-—the sense of the clause being, 
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The longest period for a person to live is eighty years. Schott, 
in Ep. ad Galatas, chap. iv. 4, p.488; Winer, ibid. ; Mark i. 
15; Luke xxi. 24; John vii. 8; Gal. iv. 4; also in Septua- 
gint, Gen. xxv. 24, xxix. 21; Dan. x. 3. It is not rod 
xpovov, as in Gal. iv. 4—in which past time is regarded as 
a unity — but rdv Karpov, time being imaged under succes- 
sive periods. Theodoret has somewhat vaguely—rov opic- 
Oévra mapa Tod Ocod xatpov. This is one aspect, and that of 
Calovius—dispensatio propria plenitudini temporis—is another 
aspect, both of which seem to be comprehended in the phrase. 
The economy commenced at a period which implies that the 
times destined to precede it were filled up. Two ideas seem 
to be contained. 1. It marks God’s time—the time pre- 
arranged and set apart by Him; a time which can neither be 
anticipated nor delayed. 2. It specifies the best time in the 
world’s history for the occurrence to take place. Being God’s 
time, it must be the best time. The epoch is marked by God 
in His own calendar, and years roll on till their complement 
is numbered, while the opportuneness of the period in the — 
world’s annals proves and ratifies divine wisdom and fore- 
sight. That fulness of the time in which the economy was 
founded, is the precise period, for the Lord has appointed it; 
and the dest period, for the age was ripe for the event. We 
cannot, however, with Usteri, place the entire emphasis of the 
phrase on this latter idea. Paulin. Lehrbegriff, p. 81. The 
Grecian arms extended the Hellenic tongue, and prepared the 
nations for receiving the oracles of the New Testament in a 
language so rich and so exact, so powerful in description and 
delicate in shades of expression. Roman ambition had also 
welded the various states of the civilized world into one 
mighty kingdom, so that the heralds of the cross might not 
be impeded in their progress by the jealousy of rival states, 
but might move freely on their mission under the protection 
of one general sovereignty. Awakened longing had been 
created over the Hast, and in the West the old superstitions 
had lost their hold on thinking minds.?- The apostle utters 


1 The noun xeieés is allied to xe/ee, and is often a synonym of péreo.—~Donald- 
son’s New Cratylus, § 191. 
* Der Kreislauf, in welchem sich die Bestimmung und Idee der Heidenthums, 


EPHESIANS I. 10. 55 | 


this thought virtually in 1 Cor. i. 21. The world was allowed 
full time to discover by prolonged experiment the insuffi- 
ciency of its own wisdom to instruct and save it. It was 
sighing deeply for deliverance, and in the maturity of this 
crisis there suddenly appeared in Judea “the Desire of all 
nations.” The Hebrew seer who looked forward to it, re- 
garded it as the “latter day” or “last time;” the nations 
who were forewarned of it were in fevered anticipation of its 
advent, for it was to them, as Cappell says, complementum 
prophetarum, and, as Beza paraphrases, “ tempus tam diu 
expectatum.” But we, “on whom the ends of the world have 
come,” look back upon it, and feel it to be a period which 
took its rise after the former cycles had fulfilled their course, 
and all preparations for it had been duly completed. We do 
not deny to Alford that what characterized the introduction 
of the economy characterizes all its epochs, and that this may 
be implied in the remarkable phrase. But in the third chapter 
the apostle unfolds a portion of the mystery, and as if in 
reference to this phrase, he says of it—“ Which in other ages 
was not made known, to the sons of men;’’ to wit, it was first 
revealed in the fulness of the times. The mystery of this 
full-timed dispensation is now described— 

dvaxeharaocacba: Ta mavta év TH XpiorG—“ to gather 
together all things in Christ.”” The infinitive does not need 
the article, being explanatory in its nature. Winer, § 44, 2; 
Madvig,§ 144. The signification of the verb has been variously 
understood. 1. Some give it the sense of renew, as Suidas 
in his Lexicon. Theodoret explains it by peraBdrrew, and 
refers to this.change—7av dv0péTav 7 dicts dvicratat Kai 
tiv ad0apciay évdvéras. Tertullian renders it—ad initiwm 
rectprocare—(De Monogam. 5), and the Syriac and Vulgate 
correspond. And this was a general opinion in the ancient 
church, Augustine, Enchiridion, 62; Op. vol. vi. p. 877, ed. 
1837. The Gothic has, eftra usfulljan again to fillup. It 
would, however, be difficult to vindicate such an exposition 
on philological grounds. 2. It has been supposed to signify 
' to collect again under one head—xebdnaxov, or kebary. Such 
and Judenthums vollendete, musste erst sein Ziel erreicht haben.—Usteri, Paulin. 
Lehrbegriff, p. 85. 


Toe 
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is the general critical opinion of Chrysostom, CZcumenius, 


~Theophylact, Erasmus, H. Stephens, Piscator, Calovius, 


Bengel, Matthies, Meier, De Wette, Olshausen, and Stier. 
What,” asks Chrysostom, “is the meaning of the word. 
dvaxed.? It is, to knit together, ovvdapas. It has another 
signification—To set over one and all the same Head, Christ, 
according to the flesh—piav cepariy éribetvas.” Beza insists 
against this meaning, that the word comes from xefddatov, not 
from xepary. Besides the Headship of Christ is not formally 
introduced till the 22nd verse. The meaning of dva in com- 
position must not be overlooked. Though it have only a 
faint signification, as compound words abound in the later age 
of a language, it does not quite lose that significance. It 
signifies here, apparently, “ again ”—as if there now existed, 
under the God-man as Redeemer, that state of things which 
had, prior to the introduction of evil, originally existed under 
the Logos, the Creator and Governor. 3. The word is sup- 
posed to signify, as in our version, “to gather together in 
one;’’ so Beza, Meyer, Baumgarten-Crusius, Harless, and 
others. Rom. xii. 9. The summing up of the data, rerum 
repetitio et congregatio, was called, as Quintilian avers, dva- 
keparalwots. De Instit. Orator. vi. 1. The simple verb is 
found with such a meaning in Thucydides, vi. 91; viii. 53; 
and compounded with ovv it occurs in Polybius iii. 3, 1. 
Xen. Cyr. viii. 1,15. Such a summation appears to Grotius 
and Hammond under the figure of the reunion of a dispersed 
army, but- Jerome and Cameron view it as the addition of 
arithmetical sums. This third meaning is the most natural— 
there is a re-collection of all things in Christ as Centre, and 
the immediate relation of this re-gathering to God Himself is 
expressed by the middle voice. The objects of this re-union 
are— 

Ta év Tois ovpavois Kal Ta él THs yjs— the things in 
heaven and the things on earth.” This is a mode of expres- 
sion designed to be general, as the employment of the neuter 
indicates. Some few MSS. supply the particle ré after the 
7a of the first clause, and B, D, E, L, read ésé for év in the 
same clause, a reading which cannot be sustained. Critical 
opinions on the meaning of the phrase are very varied. 


EPHESIANS I. 10. 57 


According to Morus, it denotes God and man; according 
to Schoettgen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Exnesti, Macknight, 
Schleusner, and Koppe—Jews and Gentiles; according to 
Beza, Piscator, Bodius, Rollock, Moldenhauer, Flatt, and 
Peile—the spirits of good men, especially under the Old Tes- 
tament and the present church ; and according to the great 
majority, the phrase signifies the union of spirits in heaven, 
angels or otherwise, with men on earth.. So the Scholium 
preserved by Matthiae—dvaxeharalwow Karei—riy és play 
Keharny &vwaw, os TOV ayyérov Sid Xptorov rots dvOparoats 
cuvapbévrwyv. With these interpretations we agree, so far 
as they contain truth. But they have the truth in frag- 
ments, like broken pieces of a mirror. We take the ra 
wavta here to be co-equal in extent of meaning with the 
phrase, Col. 1. 16, “ By Him were all things created that are 
in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, 
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers; all things were created by Him and for Him.” 
These ra mdvra are said in ver. 20 to be reconciled to Him. 
See under Col. 1. 20. The phrase “things in heaven ” 
denotes the higher and more distant spheres of creation, 
and these, along with “things on earth,’ may comprehend 
the universe—ra mdyra, including, according to Meyer, all 
things and beings, while Harless gives the words the general 
sense of the universe. So do von Gerlach, Olshausen, and 
Stier. The neuter has a- generalizing meaning. Winer, 
§ 27, 5; Poppo, Thucydides, 1. 104. It cannot be sup- 
posed to be used for the masculine, as no masculine is 
implied in the verse. Hodge limits ra wdyra to the church 
in heaven and earth—because, he says, the union effected is 
by the redemption of Christ. This “ union,” as he names it, 
is indeed a result of redemption; but the gathering together 
described here is a consequence above and beyond human 
salvation—a consequence connected with it, but held out apart 
from it as a mystery disclosed according to His good pleasure. 
The sense is weakened altogether by the notion of Turner, 
that the infinitive may express a divine intention which may 
yet be thwarted. The idea seems then to be that heaven 
and earth are now united under one government. Christ as 
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Creator was rightfully the Governor of all things, and till 
the introduction of sin, that government was one and undi- 
vided. But rebellion produced disorder, the unity of the 
kingdom was broken. arth was morally severed from 
heaven, and from the worlds which retained their pristine 
integrity. But Jesus has effected a blessed change, for an 
amnesty has been proclaimed to earth. Man is reconciled 
to God, and all who bear God’s image are reconciled to man. 
Angels are “ ministering spirits’? to him, and all holy intelli- 
gences delight in him. Not only has harmony been restored 
to the universe, and the rupture occasioned by sin repaired, 
but beings still in rebellion are placed under Christ’s control, 
as well as the unconscious elements and spheres of nature. 
‘This summation is seen in the form of government; Jesus is 
universal Regent. Not only do angels and the unfallen uni- 
verse worship the same Governor with the redeemed, but all 
things and beings are under the same administration. The 
anthem to God and the Lamb begins with saints, is taken up 
by angels, and re-echoed by the wide creation. Rev. v. 9, 14. 
The death of Jesus is described in this paragraph ‘both in 
its primary and ultimate results. First, by it “we have 
redemption—the forgiveness of sins.’’ And, secondly, by the 
same event, the universe is gathered together in Christ. The 
language, by its very terms, denotes far more than the union 
of the church in Him. Now the revelation of this great truth, 
as to the ultimate effect. of Christ’s mediation, is called a 
“ mystery.” Man could not have discovered it—the know- 
ledge of it was not essential to his salvation. But it has been 
disclosed with peculiar wisdom and delicacy. It was not 
revealed in former times, when it could not have been appre- 
ciated; nay, it was not published till the means of it were 
visibly realized, till Jesus died and rose again, and on the 
right hand of God assumed this harmonizing presidency. 
Since the days of Origen, the advocates of the doctrine of 
universal restoration have sought a proof-text in this passage. 
But restoration is not predicated—it is simply re-summation. 
Unredeemed humanity, though doomed to everlasting punish- 
ment, and fallen spirits for whom everlasting fire is prepared, 
may be comprised in this summation—subjugated even against 
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their will, But the punishment of the impenitent affects 
not the unity of Christ’s government. Evil has lost its 
power of creating disorder, for it is punished, confined, and 
held as a very feeble thing in the grasp of the Almighty 
Avenger. In fine, it is going beyond the record to deduce 
from this passage a proof of the doctrine of the confirmation 
of angels by the death of Christ—ut perpetuum statum retine- 
ant, Such are the words of Calvin. Were such a doctrine 
contained or clearly revealed in Scripture, we might imagine 
that the new relation of angels to Christ the Mediator might 
exercise such an influence over them as to preclude the possi- 
bility of their apostacy; or that their pure and susceptible 
spirits were so deeply struck with the malignity of sin as 
exhibited in the blood of the Son of God, that the sensation 
and recoil produced by the awful spectacle for ever operate 
as an infallible preservative. 

And this re-capitulation of all things is.declared a second 
time to be in Christ—év atr@—a solemn and emphatic reas- 
sertion. Kiihner, § 632. His mediative work has secured it, 
and His mediatorial person is the one centre of the universe. 
As the stone dropped into the lake creates those widening 
and concentric circles, which ultimately reach the farthest 
shore, so the deed done on Calvary has sent its undulations 
through the distant spheres and realms of God’s great empire. 
But é& avrd is the connecting link also with the following 
verse. Kiihner, § 630-5. See also Col. i. 19, 20. 

(Ver.11.) "Ev & nal éxrnpdbynuev. For éxrnpoOnuev some 
read éxAnOnuev, supported by A, D, E, F, G, and the vetus 
Itala. Lachmann, following Griesbach, prefers the latter; 
but Tischendorf rightly advocates the former reading, on 
what we reckon preponderant authority. Still is the connec- 
tion marked, as usual, “in Christ,’’ and by the ever-recurring 
formula év 6. “ExAnpdOnuev has its foundation in the usage 
of the Old Testament, in the theocratic inheritance—nym, as 
in Deut. iv. 20, and in numerous other places. The xdxjpos, 
Kypovopios, and KAnpovoyla axe also familiar epithets in the 
apostolical writings. The inheritance was the characteristic 
blessing of the theocratic charter, and it associated itself with 
all the popular religious feelings and hopes. The ideas which 
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some attach to the term, but which refer not to this source 
and idiom, are therefore to be rejected. 1. The notion of 
Koppe, and of the lexicographers Wahl, Bretschneider, and 
Wilke, is peculiar. According to them, it denotes simply to 
obtain, and the object obtained is, or, “ it has kindly happened 
to us,” that we should be to the praise of His glory. The 
passages selected by Elsner (Odserv. Sacre, p. 204) out of 
félian and Alciphron, are foreign to the purpose, for the verb 
is there regularly construed with the accusative of the object, 
and it is not from classic usage that the apostolic term has 
been taken. 2. Nor is another common interpretation much 
better supported, according to which the verb signifies to 
“ obtain by lot ’—the opinion of Chrysostom and his Greek 
imitators, and of the Vulgate, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, 
Aquinas, Erasmus, Estius, and a-Lapide. Chrysostom 
explains the word thus—xdrjpou yevopévou tds é&eré£aro. 
Still this explanation does not come up to our idea of the 
Pauline «Ajpos, which refers not to the manner of our getting 
the possession, but to the possession itself—not to the lot, but 
to the allotment. 3. Bengel, Flatt, Holzhausen, Bisping, De 
Wette, and Stier take it, that we have become the xAfjpos— 
the peculiar people of God. This, no doubt, yields a good 
sense. The Jews are also called by this name—the noun, 
however, being employed as the epithet, and not the verb as 
affirming the condition. Besides the «A‘jpos in Colossians 
i, 12, and in ver. 18, is not our subjective condition, as this 
exegesis implies, but our objective possession in which we 
participate, and in the hope of which we now rejoice. 4. So 
that with Valla, with Luther, Calvin, and Beza among the 
reformers, and with Wolf, Rosenmiiller, Harless, Matthies, 
Meyer, Scholz, and Meier, we take the passive verb to signify 
“we have been brought into possession” —zum Erbtheil gekom~ 
men—as Luther has it. In whom we have been enfeoffed, 
in whom we have had it allotted to us. Deut. iv. 20, ix. 29, 
xxx, 9, The verb may certainly bear this meaning ; xA%jpow 
—‘T assign an inheritance to some one;’’ in the passive 
—T have an inheritance assigned to me,” as yerbs which 
in the active govern the genitive or dative of a person have 
it as a nominative in the passive. Winer, § 89; Bernhardy, 
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p- 841; Rom. iti. 2; Gal. ii. 7, iv. 20. We see no force 
in Stier’s objection that such a meaning should be followed 
by eds 7d éyew 7uds, whereas it is followed by eis 7d efvas 
nas, for the inheritance is got that the inheritors may be, in 
the mode of their introduction to it and their enjoyment of 
it, to the praise of His glory. The «a/ might, if connected 
with the unexpressed pronoun, signify “indeed ;” but it may 
be better to connect it with the verb—“in whom we have 
also obtained an inheritance.” Hartung, Kap. ii. 7; Devarius- 
Klotz, p. 636; Matthiae, § 620. That which is spiritual and 
imperishable is not, like money, the symbol of wealth, but 
it is something which one feels to be his own—an inheritance. 
It is not exhausted with the using, and it comes to us not as a 
hereditary possession.. ‘ Corruption runs in the blood, grace 
does not.” It is God’s gift to the believers in Christ, conferred 
on them in harmony with His own eternal purpose. The nomi- 
native to the verb, indicated by “ we,” does not refer specially 
to Jewish Christians in this verse, as even Harless supposes ; 
far less does it denote the apostles, or ministers of religion, as 
Barnes imagines. ‘The writer, under the term “ we,” simply 
speaks primarily of himself and the saints and faithful in the 
Ephesian church, as being— 

mpoopicbévres Kata mpdCerw Tod Ta mwavTa évepyobdvTos 
Kata thy Bovdkjy Tod OeAjpatos avto0— being predestinated 
according to the purpose of Him who worketh all things after 
the counsel of His will.” The general significance of these 
terms has been already given under previous verses. PovAq 
and Oénuwa are here connected—*“ the counsel of His will.” 
The correspondent verbs, BovAopas and é6é\.o, are distinguished 
by Buttmann thus: the latter is the more general expression, 
containing the idea that the purpose formed lies within the 
power of the person who formed it (Lewxilogus, p. 35); while 
Tittmann adds, that @éinua is an expression of will, but 
BovaAny has in it the further idea of propension or inclination. 
De Synon. p. 124. But the distinction is vague. The words 
occur with marked distinction in 1 Sam. xviii; for in ver. 
22, Oérea év signifies “ he has pleasure in ;’’ while in ver. 25, 
BovrcTas év denotes desire consequent upon a previous reso- 
lution. Compare also 2 Sam. xxiv. 8; 1 Chron. xxviii. 4. 


62 EPHESIANS I. 12. 


@drnua, therefore, is will, the result of desire — voluntas ; 
Bova is counsel, the result of a formal decision—propositum. 
Donaldson’s New Cratylus, §§ 463, 464. Here Bova is 
the ratified expression of will—the decision to which His 
will has come. The Divine mind is not in a state of in- 
difference, it has exercised $é\nua—will; and that will is 
not a lethargic velletty, for it has formed a defined purpose, 
Bovrn, which it determines to carry out. His desire and His 
decrees are not at variance, but every resolution embodies His 
unthwarted pleasure. This divine fore-resolve is universal in 
its sweep—‘ He worketh all things after the counsel of His 
own will.” The plan of the universe lies in the omniscient 
mind, and all events are in harmony with it. Power in unison 
with infinite wisdom and independent and undeviating pur- 
pose, is seen alike whether He create a seraph or form a gnat 
—fashion a world or round a grain of sand—prescribe the 
orbit of a planet or the gyration of an atom. The extinction 
of a world and the fall of a sparrow are equally the result of a — 
free pre-arrangement. Our “inheritance” in Christ springs 
not from merit, nor is it an accidental gift bestowed from 
casual motive or in fortuitous circumstances, but it comes from 
God’s fore-appointment, conceived in the same independence 
and sovereignty which guide and control the universe. 

(Ver. 12.) Eis 76 civat judas eis errawvov S0&ns adrod, rovs 
mponrmiKkotas év to Xptot@— That we should be to the 
praise of His glory—we who have before hoped in Christ.” 
The critical opinions on this verse, and on its connection with 
the preceding one, are very contradictory. Meyer and Ellicott 
join it to ékAnp@Onwev—“ we have been brought into the 
inheritance, in order that we should be to the praise of His 
glory.” Others, as Calovius, Flatt, and Harless, take eés é7. 
as the final cause of the predestination, and read thus, “ that 
we who first trusted in Christ should be to the praise of 
His glory.” Harless would render—dze wir vorher bestimmt 
waren U,8.w., degenigen zu seyn zum Ruhme seiner Herrlichkett, 
die schon vorher anf Christus hofften—thus making this fore- 
hope the blessing to which they were predestinated. But the 
blessings to which men are predestinated are not pre-Messianic, 
but actual Christian blessings. Besides such a construction 
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is needlessly involved, and in verses 5 and 14 the blessings 
which believers enjoy are specified, and the phrase “ to the 
praise of His glory”’ follows as a general conclusion. is 
érrawov THs So&ns is therefore not the proximate purpose, but 
the ultimate result. 

The main struggle has been to determine who are meant by 
the %juds rods mponAmuxotas. Koppe, followed by Holzhausen, 
understands the apostle to use the style royal, and to mean 
himself. The majority of commentators suppose the words to 
denote the believing Jews, so called in the opinion of Beza, 
Grotius, Estius, Bodius, Bengel, Flatt, Olshausen, and Stier, 
because their faith in Christ preceded in point of time that 
of the Gentiles. This exegesis admits of various modifications. 
The hope of the Jews in Christ preceded that of the Gentiles, 
either, as Harless imagines, because they had heard of Him 
earlier; or, as Rosenmiiller, Meyer, Olshausen, Chandler, 
and others affirm, .because they possessed the Old Testament 
prophecies, and so had the hope of Him before He came into 
the world. But it may be replied, that this sudden change of 
meaning in els, so different from all the preceding verses, is 
a gratuitous assumption; for the “we” and the “us” in the 
preceding context denote the community of believers with 
whom the apostle identifies himself, and why should he so 
sharply and abruptly contract the signification, and confine it 
to himself and his believing countrymen? There is no hint 
that such particularization is intended, and there is nothing to 
point out the Jews as its object. Were this the idea, that the 
Christian Jews were distinguished from the Gentiles by the 
forehope of a Messiah, as the great object of their nation’s 
anticipations and desires, then we might have expected that the 
phrase would have been mpondzixdtes eis Tov Xpiorov. Nor 
do we apprehend that there is anything in the participle to limit 
its meaning to the Hebrew portion of the church. The po 
may not signify before or earlier in comparison with others, 
but, as De Wette maintains, it may simply mean “ already ” 
—prior to the time at which the apostle writes. Many con- 
firmatory examples occur: Eph. iii. 8, ca9@s wrpoéypayra—as 
I have already written; Col. i. 5, édsrida tv mponxotcate— 
the hope of which ye have already heard; Acts xxvi. 5, apo- 
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yweaxKovtes—who have already known; Gal. v. 21, & mporéyo 
—which I have already told you; Rom. ui. 25, rév mpo- 
yeyovoTov duaptnudrwv—of sins already committed ; 1 Thess. 
ii, 2, dAAa mporrafovres—hbut having already suffered; and so 
in many other cases. The preposition indeed has often a more 
distinctive meaning, but there is thugs no necessity caused by 
the words of the clause to refer it to Jews. The use of dels in 
the following verse might be said to be a direct transition, 
natural in writing a letter, when the composer of it passes from 
general to more special allusions and circumstances. The verb 
ér7rifw also is used in reference to the Gentiles, Matt. xii. 21; 
Rom. xv. 12; and it might here denote that species of trust 
which gives the mind a firm persuasion that all promises and 
expectations shall be fully realized. But while these difficul- 
ties stand in the way, still, on a careful review of the passage, 
we are rather inclined from the pointed nature of the context 
to refer the #uds to believing Jews. The participle may 
certainly bear the meaning of having hoped beforehand— 
that is, before the object of that hope appeared; or it may 
mean before in comparison with others, Acts xx. 13. Thus 
the duets of the following verse forms a sharp contrast to the 
expressed 7uds and the rods mponAmixoras, which 1s a limit- 
ing predication, with emphasis upon it, as indicated by its 
position and by the specifying article. Donaldson, § 492. So 
understood, the claim describes the privilege of believing Jews 
in contrast with Gentiles. Lightfoot on Luke, ii. 34. The 
article ris before dd&ys is omitted by many MSS. and is 
justly cancelled by Tischendorf and Lachmann. The clause 
itself has been explained under ver. 6, 

(Ver. 13.) "Ev 6 cai tueis. This clause is variously con- 
strued. Morus harshly renders év ¢—“ therefore,” making it 
to correspond to the Hebrew wx. Meyer, Peile, and Alford 
supply the verb of existence—“ in whom are ye.” But this 
appears tame in contrast with the other significant verbs of 
the paragraph. Tar better, if a verb is to be supplied to the 
clause at all, either to take #Amixare with Beza, Calvin, and 
Estius; or é«AnpeOnre, with Zanchius, a-Lapide, Bodius, 
Koppe, Meier, Harless, and Olshausen. But the clause pre- 
sents only one compacted sentence-—“ In whom also ye, having 
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heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation; in 
whom (I repeat) ye, having believed, were sealed.” "Ev ¢ 
Kat wpets refers to the verb éoppaylaOnre—in Christ ye too 
have been sealed; and the second év  xai resumes and 
intensifies the declaration, for it refers to Christ, as Harless, 
Olshausen, and Stier rightly think, and not—as Piscator, 
Grotius, and Rosenmiiller affirm—to Adyos, or—as Castalio, 
Calvin, Beza, and Meyer aver—to evayyédov. ‘The apostle, 
in assuring the Gentile converts that their interest in Christ, 
though more recent, was not less secure than that of believing 
Jews, first of all turns to their initial privilege as having heard. 
the gospel, and then he cannot but refer to their faith; and 
this second reference, so important, suspends the construction 
fora moment. The apostle describes their privilege— 
axovoavTes TOV NOYoV Ths adnOeias—“ having heard the 
word of truth.”” The aorist has its proper meaning, though 
rendered “ having heard,” and points to the period when their 
privilege commenced. ‘The genitive is that of contents or 
substance. Scheuerlein, § 12, 1. This clause describes the 
revealed system of mercy. That word has truth, absolute 
truth, for its essence. There is no occasion to suppose any 
allusion to the types of the Old Testament, with Chrysostom, 
or to the lying vanities and ambiguous oracles of Heathendom, 
with Baumgarten-Crusius and a-Lapide. The idea was fami- 
liar to the mind of Paul, Rom. i. 18,"1. 8; Col. 1. 5—7 ddAn- 
Ocia ; 2 Thess. ii. 12. This special truth is adapted to man’s 
spiritual state. It is a truth that there is a God, but the truth 
that this God is the Saviour ; a truth that God is benevolent, 
but the truth that grace is in His heart toward sinners; a 
truth that there is a future world, but the truth that heaven 
is the home of the redeemed. The gospel is wholly truth, 
and that very truth which is indispensable to a guilty world. 
And it comes as a word, by special oral revelation, for it is not 
gleaned and gathered: there is a kind and faithful oracle. 

It is further characterized as 76 edayyédsov Tis cwrnplas 
buav— the gospel of your salvation.” But what is the pre- 
cise form of the genitive ? We cannot regard it, with Harless, 
as merely a peculiar form of apposition; nor can we make it, 


with other critics, the gospel which secures your salvation. 
KF 
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Rom. i. 16. For the occurrence of dxovoavres, a8 explaining 
their relation to the gospel, would suggest the explanation— 
the gospel which reveals salvation, because it contains it. 
Bernhardy, p. 161; Winer, § 30,2 b. The gospel is good 
news, and that good news is our salvation—the best of all 
news to a sinful and dying world. Salvation makes safe from 
all the elements of that penalty which their sin brought down 
upon transgressors, and possession to the inheritance of the 
highest good—the enjoyment of the Divine favour, and the 
possession of the Divine image. This truthful and cheering 
revelation they had heard, and that at two several -periods, 
from the lips of the apostle himself. Having heard the gos- 
pel they believed it: “Faith cometh by hearing.” They 
heard so as that they believed, for they had heard with 
candour, docility, and attention. While others might criticise 
the terms of the message, or scoff at it, they believed it, they 
took it for what it professed to be. They gave it credit, 
received its statements as truths, and felt its blessings to be 
realities. 

év @ Kab Tictetoavres— in whom also having believed.” 
The pronoun has Xpéovos for its antecedent, and it is in close 
connection with the verb. The verb miotedm is found with 
év in Mark i. 15, but not in the writings of the apostle. The 
aorist marks a time antecedent to the following verb. They 
not only heard, but they also believed the word of truth. 

échpayicOnre TH IIvetpare ths érayyerias TO dryig— ye 
were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise.”” The dative is 
that of instrument, and the position of 7@ dyiw gives a signal 
solemnity to the epithet. This Divine being is termed IIvedya, 
not on account of His essence, since the whole Godhead is 
Spirit, but because of His relation to the universe as its Life 
and to the believing soul as its Quickener. And He is the 
Hoty Spirit, not as if the sanctity of His character were more 
brilliant than that of Father and Son, but because of His 
economic function as the Sanctifier. The genitive évrayyertas 
is supposed by Chrysostom, Calvin, Beza, and the early 
church, to have an active sense, and to mean the Spirit who 
confirms the promise. Better is the idea which makes the 
genitive denote quality, as in the Syriac version—the Spirit 
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which was promised. The genitive is almost that of ablation, 
as Theophylact in his first explanation gives it—éru é& émay- . 
yerias €600n. The Spirit is a prominent and pervading pro- 
mise in the Old Testament. Isa. xxxii. 15; xliv.3; Ezek. 
" XXXVI 27, xxxix. 29; Joel ii. 28; Zech. xii. 10. The 
Spirit was also the leading promise which Christ left to His 
disciples, as recorded in John, referred to in Acts i. 4-8, and 
in Gal. iii. 14. See Luke xxiv. 49. The fact is, that up to 
the period of our Lord’s ascension, the Spirit stood to the 
church in the relation and attitude of a promised gift. John 
vii. 89. “ Holy Ghost was not yet’’ in plenary possession 
and enjoyment, “ because Jesus was not yet glorified.” The 
same truth was taught by the apostle at Ephesus. Acts xix. 2. 
Paul said to.:certain disciples there who had been baptized 
into John’s baptism, .““ Did ye receive the Holy Ghost when 
ye believed ? ‘ And they said unto him, We did not so much 
as hear. whether there be any Holy Ghost.” Surely such 
ignorance referred not to the person of the Holy Ghost, for 
these men were Jews; but the reply seems to be, “ We did 
not hear whether His promised outpouring has been vouch- 
safed.”” And when they were rebaptized, the blessing came 
upon them. To a church where such a scene occurred, where 
men had waited for the Spirit, and felt that His descent 
did not follow John’s baptism—for it was the prerogative of 
the Messiah to baptize with the Holy Ghost—no wonder that 
Paul designates. this Divine Agent by the name of the. Spirit 
of promise. And though the church now possess Him, still, 
in reference to enlarged operation and reviving energy, He is 
the Spirit of promise. 

By this Spirit they were sealed. 2 Cor. i. 22. The sealing 
followed the believing, and is not coincident with it, as Har- 
less argues. This sealing is a peculiar work of the Spirit. 
2 Tim. 11.19. Various ideas may be contained in the general 
figure. It seems to have, in fact, both an objective and a 
subjective reference. There are the seal, the sealer, and the 
sealed. The Holy Ghost is the seal, God the sealer. 2dpayis 
Baotrexi eixov éorii—the Divine image in the possession of 


! Polyenus, p. 763. 
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the Spirit is impressed on the heart, and the conscious enjoy- 
ment of it assures the believer of perfection and glory—Rom. 
vill. 16—or, as Theodore of Mopsuestia says, r#v BeBalwow 
ébéac0e. He who seals feels a special interest in what is so 
sealed—it is marked out as His: “ The Lord knoweth them - 
that are His.” He recognizes His own image. So Chrysos- 
tom—xaOdrep yap et tis Tos AaYsvTas adTo SHrovs Trowmoeser, 
just as if one were to make manifest such as have fallen to 
his lot. The notion of Theophylact is similar. But the idea 
that the sealing proves our security to others, or is meant to 
do so, is foreign to the meaning. That seal unbroken remains 
a token of safety. Rev. vii. 3. Whatever bears God’s image 
will be safely carried home to His bosom. The sealed ones 
feel the assurance of this within themselves. That there may 
be an allusion in the phrase to the miraculous gifts of the early 
ages, is not to be entirely denied, though certainly all who 
possessed those charismata were not converted men. Baptism 
was named “a seal” in early times, odpayls— signaculum. 
Greg. Naz. Or. xl. De Bapt.; Tertull. Apol. xxi. The 
reason of the name is obvious, but there is no allusion to 
it here. Augusti, Handb. der Christ. Archeolog?e, vol. ii. p. 
315, 16. 

(Ver. 14.) "Os éorw dppaSev ris «Anpovojulas min 

“ ‘Who is the earnest of our inheritance.” The reading 6 
found in A, B, F, G, L, but appears to be a correction. The 
relative does not agree with its antecedent in gender, not that, 
as Bloomfield imagines, such a change is any argument in 
favour of the personality of the mavedua, for it only assumes 
the gender of the following definitive predicate. So Mark 
xv. 16; Gal. it. 16: 1 Tim. iil. 18, &. Winer, § 243; 
Kiihner, § 786, 3; Madvig, § 98. From not perceiving this 
idiom, some refer to Christ as the antecedent. “AppaSov— 
earnest, is but the Oriental jay in Greek letters. 2 Cor. i. 22, 
v. 5. The earnest is not, properly speaking, a mere pledge, 
pignus, as the Vulgate has it. The pledge is restored when the 
contract has been performed, but the earnest is a portion of the 
purchase money. Isidore, lib. v. 25; Gaius iii. 139; Suicer, 
sub voce. The master gives the servant a small coin when the 
paction is agreed on, and this handgelt, or earnest, mpédopa, 
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as Hesychius defines it, is the token that the whole sum 
stipulated for will be given when the term of service expires. 
The earnest is not withdrawn, but is supplemented at the 
appointed period, for it is only, as Chrysostom explains it, 
épos ToD mwavTos. Trenwus also says— Quod et pignus ditt 
Apostolus, hoc est partem ejus honorts qui a Deo nobis pro- 
missus est, in epistola que ad Ephesios est.’—Adv, Heres. 
lib. v. cap. 11. The inheritance, cAnpovopia, is that glorious 
blessing which awaits us, which is in reserve for us, and held 
by Christ in our name—that inheritance in which we have 
been enfeoffed (ver. 11), and which belonged to the viobecta ; 
and sjudv is resumed, for it belonged alike to believing Jew 
and Gentile. 

The enjoyment of the earnest is a proof that the soul has 
been brought by faith into union with God. It has said to 
the Lord, “ Thou art my Lord.” This covenant of “ God’s 
peace”’ is ratified by the earnest given. The earnest is less 
than the future inheritance, a mere fraction of it—ea decem 
solidis centum solidorum millia, as Jerome illustrates. The 
work of God’s Spirit is never to be undervalued, yet it 1s only 
a small thing in relation to future blessedness. That know- 
ledge which the Spirit implants is but limited—the dawn, 
faint in itself, and struggling with the gloom of departing 
night, compared to the broad effulgence of mid-day. The 
holiness He creates is still imperfect, and is surrounded and 
often oppressed with remaining infirmities in “this body of 
death,” and the happiness He infuses is often like gleams of 
sunshine on a “ dark and cloudy day,” faint, few, and evanes- 
cent. But the earnest, though it differ in degree, is the same 
in kind with the prospective inheritance. The earnest is not 
“withdrawn, nor a totally new circle of possessions substituted. 
Heaven is but an addition to present enjoyments. Know- 
ledge in heaven is but a development of what is enjoyed on 
earth; its holiness is but the purity of time elevated and 
perfected ; and its happiness is no new fountain opened in the 
sanctified bosom, but only the expansion and refinement of 
those susceptibilities which were first awakened on earth by 
confidence in the Divine Redeemer. The “ earnest,” in short, 
is the “ inheritance’’ in miniature, and it is also a pledge that 
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the inheritance shall be ultimately and fully enjoyed. God 
will not resile from His promise, the Spirit conferred will 
perfect the enterprise. To give believers a foretasting, and 
then withhold the full enjoyment, would be a fearful torture. 
The prelibation will be followed by the banquet. As an 
earnest of the inheritance, the Holy Ghost is its pledge and 
foretaste, giving to believers the incipient experience of what 
it is, and imparting the blissful assurance of its ultimate and 
undisturbed possession. And all this— | 

eis dmokUTpwcw Tis TepiTronocews, els erawvov Ths SdEns 
avrod—“ till the redemption of the purchased possession, to 
the praise of His glory.” The expression is idiomatic and 
somewhat difficult.” 1. Some. suppose zepiroinots to mean 
salus, conservatio, deliverance and life. The allied verb some- 
times signifies in the Septuagint “to save alive,” and so 
Whitby renders the phrase “the redemption of life,” and 
Bretschneider, redemptio qua vite wterne servamur. Wetstein, 
Bengel, and Bos have virtually the same explanation. Holz- 
hausen justifies this criticism at some length, and resolves the 
clause eis dzrod. kal trepiroinow. 2. Others take the noun in 
the sense of possession. In 2 Chron. xiv. 18, the noun seems 
to signify “a remnant preserved,” «al érecov Ai@lores date 
pn eivas év abrots mepuroinow. 3. Some connect the two sub- 
stantives as cause and effect. Luther renders zu unserer Erlé- 
sung, dass wir sein Higenthum wiirden—to our redemption, 
that we should be His possession. In this view Luther was 
preceded by Theodoret and Pelagius, and has been followed 
by Homberg and von Gerlach. Bucer has redemptio qua con- 
tingat certa vite possessio. But with an active sense the noun, 
as may be seen under ver. 7, is followed by a genitive. 4. 
Vatablus, Koppe, and Wahl give the noun a participial ren- 
dering—the redemption which has been secured or purchased 
for us. Koppe also gives it another turn, “ which we have 
already possessed,” in allusion to ver. 7. 5. Others change 
this aspect, and give it this rendering, ad obtinendam redemp- 
tionem. Beza translates, dum in libertatem vindicemur—a 
rendering which would require the words to be reversed. 6. 
Another party, H. Stephanus, Bugenhagen, Calovius, and 
Matthies, preceded by Ambrosiaster and Augustine, who seem 
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- to have understood it in the same sense, take the word in the 
general sense of possession—hewreditas acquisita. But the 
inheritance needs not to be redeemed; the redemption certainly 
applies to us, and not to the blessedness prepared for us. 7. 
The verb denotes to acquire for one’s self: Gen. xxxvi. 6; 
xxxi. 18; Prov. vii. 4; Isa. xliii. 21, AXads pov bv mreptetroun- 
odpnv; Acts xx. 28, éxxAqoia, fv wepuromjoaro ba Tov 
aipatos rob iSiov; 1 Tim. iii. 18., BaOuov éavrots Kadov meps- 
movodvrat. Similar instances occur in the Apocrypha, and the 
same meaning is found in the classics. Didymus defines it, 
mepiTr. yap TO Kat’ eEalperov év Treptovola Kal Krnate NENOYLC- 
pévor, that is wepi7., which is emphatically reckoned as portion 
of our substance and possession. Theophylact explains the 
words by the same terms, and Cucumenius defines it by itself, 
TepiT. nas Karel ia TO mepirrornoacOar Hpds Tov Oedv.' In 
this way the noun is used in 1 Thess. v. 9, eds wrepur. owrn- 
plas; 2 Thess. ii. 14, eds wrepum. Sd&ns; Heb. x. 39, eds reper. 
aruyjs. In all these cases, there is the idea of acquisition for 
one’s self, and the noun followed by a genitive has an active 
significance, which it cannot have here, and Meyer’s connec 
tion with adrod is strained. ‘The idea of life, vitality, or safety, 
found in the term so often when it stands in the Old Testa- 
ment as the representative of mn, and on which some exegets 
lay such stress, is evidently a secondary use. ‘The central 
idea is to preserve for one’s self, and as life is the most valu- 
able of possessions, so the word was employed, car’ éLoynv— 
to preserve it, The great majority of critics understand 7epi- 
woinots in the abstract—the possession, 7.¢., the people pos- 
sessed—repurromOévres. As a collective noun to denote a 
body of people, wepstous) is employed in Phil. iii. 3, and so 
éxroyn stands in Rom. xi. 7 for of éxAextot, The word thus 
corresponds to the Hebrew nyo, often rendered by a similar 
term—rrepiovortos. Compare Exodus xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6, 
xiv. 2, xxvi. 18; Isaiah xliii. 215 or Mal. 111. 17, Ecovrat pot 
els reperolnow. "The mepuroinoss in the Old Testament refers 


1 Such a meaning belongs to the verb in the Greek classics. Oi toeaSévree segs 
troigravro 7 yweloy. Thucyd. 3, 102. Tas pues regsrosrjoaeSe. Xenoph. Cyrop. 4, 
4.3. ‘H3i tiny wa) b dalpeov rteeréinot. Herodian, 8, 8.12. See the Lexicons of 
Passow, Pape, and Liddell and Scott, sub voce. 
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not to any possession held by the people, but to the people 
themselves held in possession by God. Titus ii. 14; and Aads 
éis mepirolnow ; 1 Peter ii. 9. The collective people of God 
are His arepuolnows—the body of the faithful whom He has 
taken to be His xAfjpos. ‘They are His by the blood paid for 
their ransom. Oltwes, says Theophylact, éopev epimolnots 
kal Kjos Kal tepiovala Geod. And the redemption which is 
here referred to, is their complete, and final deliverance from 
all evil. The people who form the “ possession’? become 
God’s by redemption, and shall fully realize themselves as 
God’s when that redemption shall be completed. 

Olshausen, Meyer, and Stier understand eés to denote the 
final cause—“ for the redemption of the purchased possession.” 
Still in this case “for” would have virtually a subtemporal 
sense. De Wette and Riickert render it “until; iv. 30. 
Whether the words be joined with éodpayicOnre or with the 
immediately preceding clause, it matters not, for the meaning 
is much the same. The sealing and earnest are alike inter- 
mediate, and point to a future result—eis implying a future 
purpose and period, when both shall be superseded. The 
earnest is enjoyed up till the inheritance be received, then it 
is absorbed in its fulness. The idea is common in the Old 
Testament, as showing the relation which the ancient Israel 
bore to God as His “inheritance” —His, and His by a special 
tie, for He had redeemed them out of Egypt. Triune divine 
operation is again developed;—the Father seals believers, and 
His glory is the last end; in the Son are they sealed, and 
their redemption is His work ; while the Spirit—“ which pro- 
ceedeth ” from the Father, and is sent by the Son—is the 
Seal and the Earnest. — 

And this dzodvtpwots is our absolute redemption, as 
Chrysostom terms it. Wilke understands by dsroAtrpacus— 
the liberation of the minor on his majority, comparing this 
passage with one somewhat similar in Galatians, But dzodv- 
Tp@ors seems, in the apostle’s idea of it, to be a long process, 
including not a single and solitary blessing, but a complete 
series of spiritual gifts, beginning with the pardon of sin, and 
stretching on to the ultimate bestowment of perfection and 
felicity, for it rescues and blesses our entire humanity. In 
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Jesus “we are having redemption;’’ and pardon, enlighten- 
ment, and inheritance, with the Spirit as the signet and the 
earnest, are but its present elements, given us partially and 
by instalments in the meanwhile: for though it begin when 
sin is forgiven, yet it terminates only when we are put in 
possession of that totality of blessing which our Lord’s obe- 
dience and death have secured. Rom. viii. 23; 1 Cor. i. 30. 
“We have redemption” so soon as we believe ; we are ever 
having it so long as we are on earth; and when Jesus comes 
again to finish the economy of grace, we shall have it in its 
full and final completion. Thus the redemption in ver. 7 is 
incipient, and in ver. 14 is final—the first and last stages of 
the same drronbrposis. 

And all issues, eis rrawvov rhs S0Ens a’too—“ to the praise 
of His glory’ —His grace having now done its work. As in 
verses fifth and sixth, es with the proximate end is followed 
by. ets with the ultimate purpose. The epsrolnois— the 
Lorp’s own,” “the Holy Catholic Church” in heaven praises 
Him with rapturous emotion, for His glory is seen and felt in 
every blessing and hope, and this perpetual and universal 
consciousness of redemption is ever jubilant in its anthems 
and halleluiahs. See under vey. 6. 

The period of redemption expires with the mapovoia. No 
more is redemption to be offered, for the human race has run 
its cycle; and no more is it to be partially enjoyed, for the 
redeemed are to be clothed with perfection: so that the period 
of perfection in blessing harmonizes with that of perfection in 
numbers. As long as the process of redemption is incom- 
plete, the collection of recipients is incomplete too. The 
church receives its complement in extent at the very same 
epoch at which it is crowned with fulness of purity and 
blessedness. “ May it please Thee of thy gracious goodness 
shortly to accomplish the number of thy elect, and to hasten 
thy kingdom,” is an appropriate petition on the part of all 
saints, . 

(Ver. 15.) This verse begins a new section. After praise 
comes prayer. The apostle having given thanks to God for 
the Ephesian converts, offers a fervent and comprehensive 
prayer on their behalf, that they may enjoy a deeper insight, 
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so as to know the hope of His calling, the riches of His future - 
glory, and His transcendent vivifying and exalting power, as 
seen in the resurrection and glorification of Christ. 

Ava tovro—“ Wherefore,” not, as Grotius says, and in 
which saying he is joined by Riickert and Matthies, “because 
we are bound to thank God for benefits,” for the words have ' 
a wider retrospective connection than merely with the last 
clause of the preceding paragraph. Nor, on the other hand, 
is it natural, with Chrysostom, Cacumenius, and Harless, to 
give them a reference to the whole previous section. It is 
better, with Theophylact and Meyer, to join them to the 13th 
and 14th verses. For in these verses the apostle turns to the 
believing Ephesians, and, directly addressing them, describes 
briefly the process of their salvation, and then, and for that 
reason, prays for them. The prayer is not for “us,” but for 
“ you,’’ and for you, because ye heard and believed, and were 
sealed. 

Kayo, rendered “Talso.” But such a translation suggests 
the idea of others, tacitly and mentally alluded to, besides 
the apostle. _Who then can be referred to in the word 
“also??”’ Is it, “Others thank God for you, so do 1?” or 
is it, “Ye thank God yourselves, I do it also for you?” 
thus, as Meyer says, zusammenwtrki—co-operated with them. 
These suppositions seem foreign to the context, since there is 
no. allusion to any others beside the writer, nor is there any 
reference to the Ephesians as praying or giving thanks for 
themselves. Kai may be merely continuative, as it often is 
in the New Testament; it may merely mark transition to 
another topic; or it may indicate the transition from the 
second person to the first. Stuart, §185. Kayo! may signify 
“indeed,” guidem; or it may have the first of those meanings 
in the Pauline diction. Compare Acts xxvi. 29; Rom. iii. 7; 
1 Cor. vii. 8, 40, x. 83, xi. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 16; Gal. iv. 12; 
Phil. ii. 19; 1 Thess. ii. 5. The word would thus mean 
“Wherefore I indeed”—the apostle who first preached to 
you, and who has never ceased to yearn over you— 


1 Buttmann pronounces it to be an error to write xé74 with iota subscribed, § 29 
n. 2; delf, § 14. 
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dxovoas thy Kad buds mist év TS Kuplo Inoob—“having 
heard of your faith in the Lord Jesus.” It is wrong to argue 
from this expression, with Olshausen and De Wette, that the 
apostle had no personal*knowleds® of the persons whom he 
addressed. This was an early surmise, for it is referred to by 
Theodoret. Some, says he, have supposed that the apostle 
wrote to the Ephesians, os undér@ Ocardpevos avrous.' As 
we have seen in the Introduction, those who wish to regard 
this epistle as a circular letter, lay stress on the same term. 
But some years had elapsed since the apostle had visited. 
Ephesus, and seen. the Ephesian church, and might he not 
therefore refer to reports of their Christian steadfastness which 
had reached him? Nay, his use of the aorist may signify 
that such intelligence had been repeatedly brought to him. 
Kiihner, § 442, 1; Buttmann, § 135, 6, Obs. 5. But this 
frequentative sense, however, is denied to aorists in the New 
Testament. Winer, § 40, 5,1. The verb zratvoyas, connected 
with this aorist, is in the present tense, as if the apostle 
meant to say, that such tidings from Ephesus were so satis- 
factory, that he could not cease to thank God for them. His 
thanksgiving was never allowed to flag, for it sprang from 
information as to the state of the church in Ephesus, and 
‘especially of what the apostle emphatically names— 

Thy Kal tas miotw. The expression is peculiar. Winer, 
§ 22, 7, renders it fidem que ad vos pertinet, but in such a 
version the phrase expresses no other than the common form 
of the pronoun—dtpérepa miotis.. Harless and Riickert trans- 
late, den glauben bet euch— the faith which is among you; ” 
Riickert holding that a speeies of local meaning is implied in 


1 The criticism of Hammond upon éxoteas is ingenious, but not satisfactory. He 
renders it here cum sciverim, for 2xotw, he adds, often signifies to know or to under- 
stand. Gen. xi. 7, xlili. 24; 1 Cor. xiv. 2, He that speaketh in an unknown 
tongue speaketh not to man—sddels ya &xodes—for no one understands him. The 
use of the verb is similarly idiomatic in the other places cited. It signifies, to hear 
so as to understand. These phrases, refer, however, to personal conference, where 
difference of language rendered conversation unintelligible. But in this clause it 
refers to reports by third parties, and therefore cannot be so used, The idiom ig 
one easily understood, for it occurs in many similar phrases. Thus, to hear prayer 
is to comply with the request; to hear one in danger, is to help him. ‘With us in 
Scotland the order is inverted. One says to his friend, “ Speak for a moment,” 
which means, ‘ Hear me speak for a moment.” 
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the idiom, and Harless maintaining that if the adjective pro- 
noun had been used, the subjective view of their faith would 
have been given—faith as theirs; whereas by this idiom, 
their faith in its objective aspect is depicted—faith as it exists 
among them. ‘Though this mode of expressing relation came 
to be common in later Greek, as Meyer has shown, still we 
are inclined to think that there was something emphatic in 
the form. Bernhardy, p. 241. Acts xvii. 28, twes rdv kal? 
iuas roumrav—* certain of the poets among you ’—some of 
‘your poets, not ours—not Jewish or Christian bards, but 
Greek ones, whom ye claim and recognize as your national 
minstrels. Acts xviii, 15, the Roman proconsul says, “ If it 
be a question of your law,” véuov tod xa? budés—your law, 
the law that obtains among you, not the Roman law—your 
Jewish law, to which you cling, and the possession and ob- 
servance of which mark and characterize you asa people. So 
in Acts xxvi. 3—rév cata "lovdalovs éOv—customs among 
Jews—specially Jewish; the very thing under discussion, 
and spoken of by one who had been educated at Rome. The 
ordinary phrase, 7) rioris budy is used seventeen times, and this 
form seems to denote not simply possession, as the genitive 
bpov or pronoun duérepa would imply, but also characteristic 
possession. It is that faith which not only is among you, 
but which you claim and recognize as your peculiar posses- 
sion—that faith which gave them the appellation of quoroé in 
the first verse, and which is said in ver. 13 to have secured 
for them the sealing influences of the Holy Spirit. At all 
events, the instance adduced by Ellicott and Alford as against 
us, is not parallel. The phrase “ your law,” John viii. 17, 7 
vou TH dpétep@ is not parallel to Acts xviii. 15, for the first 
was spoken by a Jew to Jews—it was His law as well as 
theirs (Gal. iv. 4); but not so in the case of the Roman deputy 
in Achaia. It seems foreign to the phrase to bring, out 
of it, as Alford does after Stier, “the possibility of some not 
having this faith.” He had named them quo7oé already, and 
will card with the partitive meaning imply that some might 
not have this faith? That faith reposed— ~ 
év TS Kupip "Incod. The usage and meaning of xuplos 
are fully referred to under ver. 2. Such a characteristic faith 
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was in Christ. Winzer! indeed proposes to connect dyads 
with this clause—fidem, gue, vobis Domino Jesu veluti insitis, 
mest. ‘The position of the words excludes such a connection. 
Their faith lay immovable in Jesus, and the same idea, 
expressed by év, is very frequent in the preceding verses. 
See under ver. 1. Tiers followed by év is not common ; yet 
eis, pos, émi, occur often in such connection in the Septua- 
gint; Ps. lxxviii. 22; Jer. xii. 6; Gal. iii. 26; Col. i. 4; 
1 Tim. i. 14, iii. 13; 2 Tim. 1, 13, i115. See under the 
first verse. The mioris, so well defined by xa@ pas, and 
so closely allied to xupios, needs not the article after it, and _ 
the want of the article indicates the unity of conception. The 
article is similarly omitted in Gal. ili. 26, and in Col. i. 4; 
Winer, § 20, 2. That faith wrought by love— 

kat THY ayarny THY eis TavTas Tods aylovs— and your 
love to all the saints.” Some MSS. such as A, B, &c., omit 
tiv aydrnv, and Lachmann, true to his critical principles, 
leaves them out in his edition. But the omission is an evi- 
dent blunder. The Syriac version, older than any of these 
MSS., has the words, and without them no sense could be 
made of the verse. Chrysostom also reads the words, and 
says that the apostle always knits and combines faith and 
love, a glorious pair—@avpaoripy twa Evvwpida :— 

drytos is explained under ver. 1. Faith and love are often 
associated by the apostle. Col. i. 4; Phil. 5; 1 Thess. i. 3. 
The article is repeated after dydanv, because the relation 
expressed by eis is not so intimate as that denoted by ép, 
because it has not the well understood foundation of wictus, 
and it may also signalize the difference of allusion—dydan, not 
to Christ, but—rqv eis wdvtas tovs ayious. This conception, 
therefore, has not the unity of the preceding: it is love, but 
love further defined by a special object—* to all the saints.” 
It is not philanthropy—love of man as man—but the love of 
the brethren, yea, “all” the brethren—“ the household of 
faith.” Community of faith begets community of feeling, 
and this brother-love is an instinctive emotion, as well as an 
earnest obligation. In that spiritual temple which the Spirit 


1 Commentatio in Eph, cap. i, v.19. Pfingstprogramm, Leipzig, 1836, 
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is rearing in the sanctified bosom, faith and love are the 
Jachin and Boaz, the twin pillars that grace and support the 
structure. 

(Ver. 16.) Od watopat edyapiotadv trép buav—T cease 
not giving thanks for you.” ‘Tzrép is thus used, v. 20; 1 Tim. 
ii. 1. “Evyapiorety, in the sense of “ to give thanks,” belongs 
to the later Greek, for, prior to the age of Polybius, it signi- 
fied to please or to gratify.’ Phryn. ed-Lobeck, p.18. Instead 
of a participle the infinitive is sometimes employed, but there 
is a difference of meaning. The participle expresses an 
_ action which already exists, and this form of construction 
prevails in the New Testament. “ As one giving thanks for 
you I cease not.” The infinitive edyapicrey would mean, 
“T cease not from a supposed period to give thanks.” Winer, 
§ 45; Stuart, § 167; Scheuerlein, § 45,5; Hermann, Ad 
Viger., p. 771; Bernhardy, p. 477.1. The Gothic version of 
Ulphilas has preserved the peculiar point of the expression 
—‘“ unsveibands aviliudo,’’—non-cessans gratias dico. The 
apostle, though he had visited them, does not felicitate himself 
on his pastoral success among them, but gives thanks on this 
account to God, for His grace had changed them, and had 
sustained them in their Christian profession. 

pvelay bpav trovobpevos érl Tav mpocevydv wou— making 
mention of you in my prayers.” Rom. i. 9; Phil. i. 3; 
1 Thess. i. 23. Some MSS., as A, B, and D, omit dudy, and 
it is rejected by Lachmann; but there is no good reason for 
its exclusion, for it may have been omitted because of the 
previous dup so close upon it, for A and B have the same 
omission in 1 Thess. i.2. F and G place the pronoun after 
the participle. The terms evyapior@y and. pveiav trotovpevos 
are not to be identified. The apostle gave thanks, and his 
thanks ended in prayer. As he blessed God for what they 
had enjoyed, he implored that they should enjoy more. He 
thanked for their faith and hope, and he prayed as he glanced 
into the future. And he made special mention of the Ephe- 
sian church ; zrovovpevos in the middle voice implying— for 

1 Kiihner occupies no less than seven sections in enumerating and defining the 


different classes of verbs which are followed by a participle rather than an infinitive 
(§ 657-664.) 
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himself "—éri ray mpocevyav ov. The preposition has a 
temporal meaning with a sub-local reference. Bernhardy, p. 
246; Winer, § 47,9; Stallbaum’s Plato, De Rep. p.460. He 
did it as his usual work and pleasure, and perhaps the language 
implies that he made formal mention of them whenever and 
wherever he prayed. He yearned over them as his children 
in Christ, and he bore their names on his heart before the 
Lord in fervent, repeated, and effectual intercession. 

(Ver. 17.) “Iva 6 @eds rod Kuplov judv Incod Xprorod Son 
—* That the God of our Lord Jesus Christ would give.’’ 
Making mention of you in my prayers, offering. this prayer 
for you, that the God, &c. His prayer for them had: this 
special petition—that. “Iva is thus used with the optative, 
and that telically to denote the object of desire, the blessing 
wished for. Bernhardy, p. 407. We see no reason to agree, 
with Harless, Olshausen, Winer, Robinson, Riickert, and 
others, in denying the proper telic use of Wa in such a con- 
nection, or after verbs of entreaty. Lllicott also gives it a 
sub-final meaning—the purport of the prayer being blended 
with the purpose. Winer, § 44, 8. On the other hand, to 
deny with Fritzsche the ecbatic sense of iva, is an extreme 
quite opposed to many passages of the New Testament, and 
as wrong as to give it too often this softened meaning. Har- 
less says, that the optative is here used for distinctness, because 
a verb expressing desire is omitted. But the final cause of 
entreaty is—“ in order that” something may be given. The 
object of the apostle’s prayer was, that God would give the 
Ephesians the spirit of wisdom. He prayed for this end— 
this final purpose was present to his mind; he prayed with 
this avowed intent—iva. Lllicott’s statement is after all but 
a truism: if a man tell you to what end he prays, he surely 
tells you the substance of his prayers. Disclosure of the pur- 
pose must express the purport, and fa, pointing out the first, 
also of necessity introduces the last. But the ta in such an 
idiom coritains in itself the idea of previous desire, and the 
optative is used, not as if there were any doubt in the apostle’s 
mind that his prayer might not be granted, or as if the answer 
might be only a probable result, but that God’s giving the 
object prayed for would be the hoped-for realization of the 
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intention which he had, when he began to offer the petitions 
which he was still continuing. Jelf, § 887, y; Devarius-Klotz, 
p. 622. Had the wish that God would confer blessing begun 
merely when the apostle wrote the words, had the whole aim 
of the prayer been regarded as future to that point of time, the 
subjunctive would have been used. Ady is a later form for 
doin. Phrynichus ed-Lobeck, pp. 345, 846; Sturz, De dialecto 
Alexandrino, p. 52. Lachmann, however, reads day in the 
Jonic subjunctive form, but without sufficient ground. The 
Divine Being to whom Paul presented intercessory prayer for 
the Ephesians, is referred to under two peculiar and unusual 
epithets— 

‘O @cds tot Kupiou judy Incod Xpiorot— The God of 
our Lord Jesus Christ.” He is elsewhere called the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, but only in this place, simply, 
“the God of our Lord Jesus Christ.” The language has need- 
lessly startled many commentators, and obliged them to make 
defence against Arian critics. Suicer, sub voce. The dangerous 
liberties taken with the words in the capricious use of hyper- 
baton and parenthesis by Menochius, Vatablus, Estius, and 
a-Lapide, do not gain the end which they were intended to 
serve. It is with some of them— the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the God of glory,” or “the God (of our Lord 
Jesus Christ the Father) of glory.” The criticism of Theo- 
doret is more rational, though not strictly correct, for he thus 
distinguishes the two divine appellations in reference to Christ, 
—Ocdy pev ws avOporov, watépa é ws Beod. The reader 
will find an explanation of the phrase under the first clause of 
the.third verse. The exposition of Harless is somewhat loose. 
His explanation is—the God by whom Christ was sent to 
earth, from whom He received attestation in word and deed, 
and to whom He at length returned. But more special ideas 
are included—1. To be His God is to be the object of His 
worship—my God is the Divinity whom I adore. As a man 
Jesus worshipped God, often prayed to Him, often consulted 
Him, enjoyed His presence, and complained on the cross 
of His desertion, saying—‘ My God, my God.” 2. The 
language implies that God blessed Him—my God is He who 
blesses me. Gen. xxviii. 21. He prepared for Him His body, 
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sustained His physical life, bestowed upon Him the Spirit, 
protected Him from danger, “gave His angels charge concern- 
ing Him,” raised Him from the dead, and exalted Him to 
glory. 1 Cor. xi. 3, xv. 27; 1 Peteri. 21. ° Especially, as Har- 
less intimates, did He as Messiah come from God and do the 
will of God, and He is now enjoying the reward of God. 
Possessed Himself of supreme divinity, He subordinated Him- 
self to God, in order by such an economy to work out the 
glorious design of man’s salvation. The immanent distinctions 
of the one Godhead are illustrated in their nature and necessity 
- from the scheme of redemption. And the reason why Paul 
refers to God in this relation to Jesus is, that having sent His 
‘Son and qualified and commissioned Him, having accepted 
from Him that atonement of infinite value, and having in proof 
of this acceptance raised Him to His own right hand, it is now 
His divine function and prerogative to award the blessings of 
the mediatorial reign to humble and believing suppliants. 

At the same time we cannot fully acquiesce in many inter- 
pretations of the Nicene Creed, even as illustrated by Petavius,! 
and adopted by such acute defenders as Cudworth? and Bull? 
To admit the divinity of the Son, and yet to deny Him 
to be avréfeos as well as the Father, seems to us really to 
modify and impugn the Saviour’s Godhead by a self-contra- 
dictory assertion. We cannot but regard self-existence as 
essential to divinity. Bishop Bull says, however— Pater 
solus naturam tllam a se habet.” ‘The Creed of Nice declares, 
“ We believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the 
only begotten of the Father, that is, of the Essence of the 
Father, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God, 
begotten, not made, of one Essence with the Father.” These 
sentiments have been the faith of the church in every age, but 
they have been in many instances explained by unjustifiable 

imagery and language, often taken in the earlier centuries from 
the Platonic ontology, and drawn in later times from material 
sources. The arguments against what is called the eternal 
sonship, by Réell, Drew, Moses Stuart, Adam Clarke, and 
others, are, with all their show of argument, without founda- 
1 De Trinitate, i. 5. 2 Intellectual System, vol. ii, 406, ed. 1845, London, 
5 Defensio Fidei Nicene. Works, vol. v. ed. 1827, Oxford. 
G 
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tion in Scripture, for a sonship in the divine nature appears 
to be plainly taught and implied in it. But a sonship which 
affirms the divine nature of the Son to be derived from the 
Father, makes that Son only devrepos @eds—a secondary Deity. 
Not. only is the Son opoovetos 7@ wadtpi—of the same essence 
with the Father, but He is also adré@eos—God in and from 
Himself. Sonship appears to refer not to essence, but to 
existence—not to being in itself, but to being in its relations, - 
and does not characterize nature so much as personality. 
But such difference of position is not inequality of essence, 
and when rightly understood will be found as remote from 
the calumnious imputation of Tritheism, as from the heresy 
of Modalism or Sabellianism.* . 
6 Ilatip ris 60&ns— the Father of glory” is a unique’ 
phrase, having no real parallel in Scripture. It has some 
resemblance to the following phrases—“ King of glory”’ in 
Ps, xxiv. 7; “Lord of glory,” 1 Cor. ii. 8; “God of glory,” 
Ps, xxix 3, quoted in Acts vii. 2; Tlarip trav ddrav, James 
1.17; 6 Tlarhp rév oikrippov, 2 Cor. i.3; and yepouPelv d0Ens, 
Heb. ix. 5.. Ac&ns is the genitive of characterizing quality. 
Winer § 84,2. The notion of Theodoret is, that 8é£a signifies 
the Divine nature of Christ, and many of the Fathers held a 
similar view. Athanasius remarks on this passage, that the 
apostle distinguishes the economy—xat Sdfav pev Tov povoyeri} 
kanel, referring to the phrase in John i. 14, “the glory of the 
only-begotten of the Father’”’—an idea also repeated by Alford. 
Theophylact quotes Gregory of Nazianzum as giving the same 
view—xal Ocdv xal Tlarépa ; Xpictod pev iyouv Tob avOpa- 
wivov, Qedv tis 88 S6&ns, Hryouy Ths Oeornros, Ilatépa. Cyril 
also (De Adoratione, lib. xi.), Jerome, and Bengel adopt the 
same hypothesis. Suicer, Thesaurus, i. 944, 5. These views 


1 See also Schleiermacher, der Christl. Glaube, § 170-190 ; Twesten, Vorlesungen 
tiber die Dogmatik, § 41; Hase, Hutterus Redivivus, § 72; Trefiry, On the Eternal 
Sonship of Christ, London, 1839. It is a pity that so many non-biblical terms have 
been found necessary in the treatment of this awful subject, but sad and fatal 
errors seem to have made the coinage of them indispensable. One is disposed to 
say of them with Calvin—* Utinam quidem sepulta essent, constaret modo hac inter 
‘omnes fides, Patrem et Filium et Spiritum esse unum Deum: nec tamen aut Filium 
esse Patrem, aut Spiritum Filium, sed proprietate quadam esse distinctos.”—Jnstitutio 
Christ, Religionis, vol. i. p. 89, ed. Berolini, 1834, 
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are strained and moulded by polemical feelings, and the use 
of dd£€a in reference to Jesus in other parts of the New 
Testament, will not warrant such a meaning here. While 
this special and personal application is without ground on the 
one hand, it is a vague and pointless exegesis, on the other, 
which resolves the phrase into Ilaryp évdo£os. De Wette 
renders—The Father with whom glory is ever present; refer- 
ring to the last clause of ver. 18—the glory of the inherit- 
ance. Others find in warp the sense of origination—source 
of glory—auctor, fons. So Erasmus, Fesselius,' a-Lapide, 
Grotius, and Olshausen, though with varying applications of 
the general exegesis. This explanation is at least admissible. 
Did we, with some, regard do0£a as the immanent or essential 
glory of God, it would be impossible. Such glory is coeval 
with the Divine nature, the Essence and Iffulgence are 
coeternal. Or did we, with others, regard ddfa as meaning 
glorious gifts conferred upon us, then such a notion would not 
be in harmony with the context. That Ila77p may signify 
originator is plain, though Harless expressly denies it. What 
is Tlarip rev mvevpdrov but their Creator? (Heb. xii. 9); or 
Ilarip rév forov (James i. 17) but their Producer? or Tarip 
Tay oixtipyo@v (2 Cor. i. 8) but their Originator? Harless 
refers the 56fa very much to the epithets of the following 
verses, while Stier and Alford virtually maintain an allusion 
to the God-man, in whom God’s glory is revealed, by whom 
it dwells in humanity, and in whom all His people are glorified. 
On the other hand, and more in harmony with the course of 
thought, d0£a appears to us to be that glory so often already 
referred to, and throwing its radiance over this paragraph. Men 
are elected, predestinated, sanctified, and adopted—eis éraiov 
ddéns ; enlightened, enfeoffed in an inheritance according to 
eternal purpose—els @rawov 86£ns abrod; and they hear, 
believe, are sealed, and enjoy the earnest of the Spirit—eds 
érawoy Ths So&ns avtod. The three preceding paragraphs 
are thus each wound up with a declaration of the final result 
and purpose—the glory of God. And now, when the apostle 
refers to God, what more natural than to ascribe to Him that 


1 Adversaria Sacra, i. 350. 
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glory which is His own chief end, and His own prime harvest 
inman’sredemption. Here stand,as repeated and leading ideas, 
ver. 6, dSd&ns—ver. 12, d0£ns—ver. 14, 86£ns ; so that in ver. 17 
He is saluted with the title, Tlarijp ris d0éns. This glory is 
not His essential glory as Jehovah, but the glory which He 
has gathered for Himself as the God of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
The clause is in close union with the preceding one. This 
Saviour-God, the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, is in this very 
character the possessor and thus the exhibiter of glory. It is 
then wholly—2srpés 76 mpoxeipevov, as Cicumenius says, that 
such a title as this is given to God, that is, because of the con- 
textual allusions, but not simply because the gifts prayed for 
are manifestations of this glory, as Olshausen supposes; nor 
merely, as Cocceius and Meyer argue, because He will do that 
in answer to prayer which serves to promote His own glory. 
The gift prayed for is—that He would give “ you”—dpipy 
—rveiua copias Kat arroxart ews év éruyvoce attrot—* the 
Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of Him.” 
Though wvedua wants the article, there is no reason, with 
Middleton, Chandler, Crellius, and Locke, to deny its reference 
to the Holy Spirit, and to make it signify “a wise disposition,” 
for the word came to be regarded very much as a proper name.! 
Thus, Matt. xii. 28, év avevpats Ocod—“ by the Spirit of 
God;” Rom. i. 4, cata mvedua aywwotvyns ; 1 Pet. i. 2, & 
aylacw@ mvedparos; and in Mark i. 8; Luke i. 15, 35, 41, 
67, The reference in these cases is plainly to the Holy Spirit, 
in some peculiar phases and manifestations of His divine in- 
fluence. The canon of Middleton is not borne out by usage. 
On Greek Art., pp. 125, 126. The genitives are not wholly 
those of possession, but perhaps also of character. Rom. 
vill. 2,15; 2 Cor. iv.13; 2 Tim. i 7%. The Ephesians had 
possessed the Spirit as an earnest and seal, and now the 
apostle implores His influence in other modes of it to descend 
upon them. This “ revelation” is His mode of operation, and 
the enlightened eye is the fruit of His presence. Indeed 
Chrysostom and Theodoret use codia mvevyatixyj—spiritual 
wisdom—in explanation of mvedua codias, but Chrysostom 


1 Compare Gersdorf, Beitrdge zur Sprach-Characteristik der Schriftsteller des neuen 
Test., Kap, iv. 
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distinctly acknowledges the influence of the Spirit. Theo- 
phylact plainly specifies the gift of the Divine Spirit, “ That 
He may supply you with spiritual gifts, so that by the Spirit 
you may be enlightened—dovre Sia rod mvetparos pworic Ova.” 
The Reformers supposed that the Spirit of grace and revele- 
tion is taken for the grace itself, as Calvin explains—spiritus 
sapientie et revelationis pro ipsa gratia capitur. We prefer a 
clear and formal reference to the Holy Spirit—the gift of God 
through Christ. Yodéa and droxdduwis are intimately joined, 
but not, as Meyer thinks, by the union of a general and special 
idea. Nor can we, with Olshausen, refer the words to the 
ancient charismata, and make droxddvyes mean the capacity 
for receiving revelation, or for being a prophet. ‘These super- 
natural endowments cannot be alluded to, because the apostle 
prays for the bestowment of wisdom and revelation to enable 
the Ephesians to know those blessings in the knowledge of 
which every Christian is interested, and which all Christians 
through all time receive in a greater or less degree from the 
Holy Ghost. 

The Ephesians had already enjoyed spiritual blessings, and 
they had been sealed by the Holy Spirit. Now the apostle 
prays that they may enjoy Him as a Spirit of wisdom and 
revelation. Yodiéa is wisdom, higher intelligence, rising’ at 
length into the “riches of the full assurance of understanding.” 
It is connected with dmroxddkuwis, for the Spirit of wisdom is 
the Spirit of revelation, and by such revelation that wisdom 
is imparted. ‘The oracles of the New Testament had not 
then been collected, and therefore truth in its higher aspects 
might be imparted or extraordinarily revealed by the Holy 
Ghost. Such generally is the view also of Harless, codéa, 
however, being, according to him, the subjective condition, 
and dmoxdAvyis, the objective medium. The clause is no 
hendiadys. It resembles Rom. i. 5, “This grace and apostle- 
ship,” that is, grace, and the form in which the grace was 
given—that of the apostolate; Rom. xi. 29, “The gifts and 
calling of God,” that is, the gifts and the medium of their 
conferment—the Divine calling. Here we have the gift of 
wisdom along with the mode of its bestowment—revelation. 
We cannot say with Ellicott that codia is the general and 
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dmoxdduris the more special gift, for the last term carries 
in it the notion of mode as well as result—insight commu- 
nicated so as to impart wisdom. Nor can we see how it is 
illogical to mention the gift, and then refer to the vehicle of 
its bestowment. 

And still all spiritual truth is His revelation. The Bible 
is His gift, and it is only when the prayerful study of the 
Bible is blessed by spiritual influence that wisdom is acquired. 
Solemn invocation of the Holy Spirit must precede, and His 
presence accompany, all faithful interpretation of the word of 
God. As we contemplate the holiness and veracity of its 
Author, the grace and truth of all His statements, and the 
benevolent purpose of His revelation, the heart will be soft- 
ened into that pure sensibility which the Holy Ghost delights 
in, as of old the strains of music in the schools of the prophets 
soothed and prepared the rapt spirit of the seer for the illapse 
of his supernatural visitant. Earthly passions and turbulent 
emotions must be repressed, for the “dew” descends not 
amidst the storm; the conflicting sensations of a false and 
ungodly heart forbid His presence, as the “dove” alights not 
amidst the tossings of the earthquake. The serenity resulting 
from “that peace which passeth all understanding,” not only 
draws down the Spirit of God, not only imparts a freer scope 
to the intellectual powers, a purer atmosphere to the spiritual 
vision, and a new relish to the pursuits of biblical study, but 
also refines and strengthens those faculties which unite in 
discovering, perceiving, and feeling the truths and beauties of 
inspiration. 

év érriyveoes avtov. The avrod refers to God, and not to 
Christ, as Calvin, Beza, Bodius, Calovius, Flatt,.and Baum- 
garten suppose. ‘Ev does not signify eés—in reference to, or 
in order to, as Jerome, Anselm, Luther, a-Lapide, Grotius, 
Bengel, and von Gerlach, erroneously argue. The spirit of this 
exegesis may be seen in the note of Piscator— Ut ewm in dies 
magis magisque cognoscatis.” Such an unusual meaning is 
unnecessary. The versions, “ through” the knowledge of God, 
as Rollock renders, or “ along with” it, as Hodge makes it, are 
foreign to the context. Tyndale cuts the knot by translating 
— That he myght geve vnto you the Sprete of wisdom, and 
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open to you the knowledge of him silfe.” Meyer, Harless, and 
Matthies suppose that év marks out the sphere of operation— 
die Geistige Thétige-sphdre. Connecting the words especially 
with dmoxadinbews, we suppose them, while they formally 
denote the sphere, virtually to indicate the material of the reve- 
lation. . In the last view they are taken by Homberg, Riickert 
and Stier. If the knowledge of God be the sphere in which 
the Spirit of revelation operates, it is that He may deepen or 
widen it—in our possession of it. In what aspect is the 
Spirit prayed for? It is as a Spirit of wisdom. How is this 
wisdom communicated by Him? By revelation. What is 
the central sphere, and the characteristic type, of this revela- 
tion? It is the knowledge of God, not agnitio, as the Vul- 
gate has it, and Beza and Bodius expound it, but cognitio— 
not the acknowledgment, but the knowledge of God. The 
knowledge of God stands out objectively to us as the first and 
best of the sciences; and when the Spirit imparts it, and gives 
the mind a subjective or experimental acquaintance with it, 
that mind has genuine wisdom.! "Exiyvwots Oeod is the 
science, and codéa is the result induced by the Spirit of reve- 
lation. The preposition él, in éml-yvwors, contains probably 
the idea of the “ additional” as the image of intensive. Such 
a preposition sometimes loses its full original force m compo- 
sition, but it would be wrong to say with Olshausen, that here 
such a meaning is wholly obliterated. Tittmann, De Syno- 
nymis, &e., p. 217; Wilke, Appendia, p. 560. "Eaiyvwots 
is not ascribed to God in the New Testament, neither could 
it with propriety. His knowledge admits of no improvement 
either in accuracy or extent. Phavorinus defines the term 7 
META THY TPOTNY Yroow TOD Mpadywatos Kata Stvapwv Trav~ 
TeAnS KaTavonots. The simple verb and its compound are 
used with beautiful distinction in 1 Cor. xiii. 12, dpre yevdonm 
€x pépous, TOTE Oe exriyvooouar. That knowledge of God in 

1 Stier quotes a remark “sehr naiv" from one of Francke’s Fast-Sermons, illus- 
trating at once the spirit of the good old man’s peculiar pietism, as well as his 
opinion of the godless and Christless teaching beginning to prevail in the colleges 
of Germany :—“ The apostle does not say he wished that a university should be 
founded in the city of Ephesus, to which should be appointed a host of professors 


by whom the people should be made wise. -O no; he implored the Spirit of 
avisdom.” 
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which the Spirit of revelation works, and which He thereby 
imparts, is a fuller and juster comprehension of the Divine 
Being than they had already enjoyed. The subsequent’ 
verses show that this additional knowledge of God concerns 
not the works of His creation, which is but the “ time vesture ” 
of the Eternal, but the grace and the purposes of His heart, 
His possession and exhibition of love and power, His rich 
array of blessings which are kept in reserve for His people, 
and that peculiar influence which He exercises over them in 
giving them spiritual and permanent vitality. Harless says, 
that évéyrwars signifies the knowledge of experience, because 
Stvayus stands as its object. This view, however, is defective, 
for Svvayuis is not the only object—there is also the “ inher- 
itance,’ which is future, and therefore so far external to 
believers. 

Some, however, join the clause with the following verse— 
“Tn the knowledge of Him the eyes of your heart being 
enlightened.” Thus construe Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Zachariae, Olshausen, Lachmann, and Hahn. Such a con- 
struction is warped and unnatural. Olshausen’s reason is 
connected with his notion that codia and dmoxdduis are 
charismata or extraordinary gifts, and could not be followed 
up and explained by such a phrase as the “knowledge of God.” 
But the verb dwritw is nowhere accompanied by év; in Rev. 
Xvili. 1, it is followed by ex. The Syriac renders, “ And would 
enlighten the eyes of your hearts to know what is,” &e. 

(Ver. 18.) Tedawricpévous rods opOarpors tijs Kapdias 
buav—* The eyes of your heart having been enlightened ;” 
that is, by the gifts or process just described. Kapdlas is 
now generally preferred to S:avoias, as it has preponderant 
authority, such as MSS. A, B, D, E, F, G, &e., with the 
Syriac, Coptic, and Vulgate, &e. Thus, too, Clemens Ro- 
manus—oi épOarpol ths xapdias. Hp. ad Corinth. § 36. 
Various forms of construction have been proposed. 1. Some 
understand the clause to be the accusative governed by dn. 
The words are so taken by Zanchius, Matthies, Rickert, Meier, 
Harless, Olshausen, De Wette, Stier, and Turner. This con- 
struction, however, seems awkward. Bengel remarks that 
the presence of the article before o¢0adpovs is against such a 
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construction. For the eyes were, not precisely a portion of the 
gift, but only the enlightenment of them; whereas, according 
to this construction, if rods 6b@adpovs be governed by den, 
both the eyes and their illumination would be described as alike 
the Divine donation. This, however, is not the apostle’s mean- 
ing. The eyes of the heart needed both a quicker perception 
and a purer medium in order to distinguish those glorious 
objects which were presented to them. ‘The words, as placed 
by the apostle, are different from a prayer for “ enlightened 
eyes;’’ and the clause is not parallel with those of the pre- 
. ceding verse, but describes the result. 2. Medatiocpévous may 
be supposed to agree by anticipation with the following buds 
—that you, enlightened as to the eyes of your heart.” 3. 
Ellicott takes it as a lax construction of the participle repatic- 
pévous referring to duiv, with rods édOarpods as the accusative 
of limiting reference. But in a broken construction the par- 
ticiple usually reverts to the nominative. See Buttmann, Gram. 
der Neutest. Sprach. § 145-46. 4. The clause may be a species 
of accusative absolute—“ the eyes of your heart having been 
enlightened,” and it expresses the result of the gift of the 
“ Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of Him.” 
Such is the view of Beza, Grotius, Bengel, Kiittner, and Koppe. 
Kiihner, § 682; Bernhardy, p. 133. But we cannot adopt the 
hint of Heinsius, that the participle has eZvas understood, and 
that the formula is then equivalent to dwrifecbar, Hxerctt. 
Sac. p. 459. The “heart” belongs to the “inner man,” is 
the organ of perception as well as of emotion; the centre of 
spiritual as it is physically of animal life. Delitzsch, System 
der Bibl. Psychol. §12; Beck, Umriss der Bib. Seelenlehre, § 26. 
The verb dwrifo, used in such a relation, has a deep ethical 
meaning. Light and life seem to be associated in it—as on 
the other hand darkness and death are in Hebrew modes of 
conception. Thus Ps. xiii. 3, xxxvi. 9; John i. 4, viii. 12. 
The light that falls upon the eyes of the heart is the light of 
spiritual life—there being appreciation as well as perception, 
experience along with apprehension. Suicer, sub voce as. 
Matt. xiii. 15; Mark vi. 52; John xu. 40.1. The figure is 

1 Olshausen’s virtual denial of any reference in the phrase to the perceptive 
faculty, is contrary to the passages quoted. See also his Opuscula, p. 159. 


90 EPHESIANS I. 18. 


common too among classical writers. If the spirit of wisdom 
and revelation in the knowledge of God be conferred, then 
the scales fall from the moral vision, and the cloudy haze that 
hovers around it melts away. It is as if a man were taken 
during night to a lofty eminence shrouded in vapour and dark- 
ness, but morning breaks, the sun rises, the mist disparts, 
rolls into curling wreaths and disappears, and the bright 
landscape unfolds itself. Such is the result, and the design 
is that they may obtain a view of three special truths. And, 
first— 

eis TO eidévas Duds, Tis éorw 4 érmis THs KARTEwWS adTod— - 
“that ye may know what is the hope of His calling ”—the 
infinitive of aim with eis and the article, Winer, § 44, 6; and 
the genitive being that of origin or possession—the hope asso~- 
ciated with or the hope springing out of His calling. Kajjous 
is a favourite Pauline word. It describes Christian privilege 
in its inner power and source, for the “ calling” is that Divine 
summons or invitation to men which insures compliance with 
itself. The term seems to have originated in the historical 
fact of Abraham’s call, and the fact gives name and illustra- 
tion to the spiritual doctrine. It is His calling — man’s 
calling is often slighted, but God’s is “ effectual calling.” The 
KMjows is the incipient realization of the écAoy?}. Calovius 
and Goodwin take édzis wrongly as the ground of hope. 
Zanchius, Calovius, Flatt, Meyer, Harless, and Baumgarten- 
Crusius maintain it to be the subjective hope. which His 
calling creates, but the reference seems rather to be to the 
object of that hope—the inheritance of the following clause. 
"Edis is To édmrtlouevov—res sperata, in the opinion of Meier, 
Olshausen, and Stier; but of course the knowledge of the thing 
hoped for sustains the emotion of hope, so that the two ideas are 
closely allied. The apostle seems to refer rather to what the 
hope embraces, than either to its basis or to its character. 
Col. 1.5; Tit. u. 13. It needs no special grace to know the 
emotion of hope within us; it can be gauged in its depth, 
and analyzed in its character; but it does need special en- 
lightenment to comprehend in their reality and glory. what 
are the objects hoped for in connection with God’s calling. 
We give ris its ordinary meaning, “ what’—not making it 
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mean gualis vel cujusnam nature, with Harless; nor quanta, 
moran, with Baumgarten-Crusius and Stier. That it may 
occasionally bear such a sense we deny not; but the simple 
signification is enough in the clause before us, though indeed it 
involves the others. What,-then, is the hope of His calling ? 
Abraham’s calling had hope, and not immediate possession 
attached to it, for not he, but his seed, were to inherit in future 
years. Salvation is partially enjoyed by “the called” on 
earth, but much of it is in reserve for them in heaven. There- 
fore all that lies over for us creates hope, and this rich rever- 
sion is here connected, not with our election—the reality of 
which prior to our calling we knew not—but with the calling 
itself, and the conscious response of the heart to the influence 
of the truth and the Spirit. The apostle also specifies a 
second design— | 

Kal tis 6 mroDTOS THs S6Ens THs KAnpovoylas adrod év Trois 
aylous—“ and what the wealth of the glory of His inheritance 
among the saints.”” The «a/ is omitted by some MSS., such 
as A, B, Dt, K, G, and by Lachmann; but it is found in the 
majority of MSS., and is rightly retained by Tischendorf. 
The repetition of «ai in the next verse might have led to its 
omission. Tis is repeated to bring out the emphatic thought. 
“The riches of the glory of His inheritance” is a phrase to 
be resolved neither, with some, into the rich glory of the 
inheritance, nor the riches of the glorious inheritance. The 
words represent, as they stand, distinct but connected ideas. 
It was the riches of His grace in ver. 7—the norm according 
to which blessing is enjoyed now; here it is the riches of 
glory to be enjoyed in the future, the genitives being those of 
possession. KAgpovoyia has been already explained under 
ver. 11, in connection with the verb é«AnpadOnpev. 

The phrase év rots aylous is attended with some difficulty. 
1. Winer and others insert the verb éo7z, and suppose it to 
signify “which is in the possession of the saints.” ‘The 
strain of the context forbids the exegesis—it is future, and 
not present blessing, which the apostle refers to. 2. It is 
taken by Homberg and Calovius in the neuter gender as a 
local epithet—“ in the holy places.” Such an idea is not 
found in the epistles, and is not of Pauline usage. 3. Others 
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assume the meaning of “ for,”——“ prepared for the saints,” 
such as Vatablus, Bullinger, and Baumgarten; but this gives 
an unwarranted meaning to the preposition év. 4. Stier 
understands the words with special reference to his own 
interpretation of ver. 11, which he renders—“‘in whom we 
have become God’s inheritance”—so that God’s inheritance 
is- the saints; and as they form it, it possesses a peculiar 
glory. But the inheritance, as we understand it, is something 
external to the saints—something yet to be fully enjoyed by 
them, and of which in the interval the Holy Spirit is declared 
to be the earnest. 5. The better opinion, then, is, with 
Riickert, Harless, Winzer, Meier, Olshausen, Ellicott, and 
Alford, to take év in the sense of “among,’—“ among the 
saints.” Job. xlii. 15. Of Job’s daughters it is said, their 
father gave them KAnpovomlay év Tols adeAhots—“ among their 
brethren.” So Acts xx. 32, xAnpovoplav év trois iyyacpévors 
—‘‘inheritance among the sanctified.” Also Acts xxvi. 18. 
Perhaps the full formula may be seen in Numb. xviii. 23, év 
péeow viav “lopaijrX Kdnpovowiav. There seems no need to 
supply éorw, as is done by Ellicott after Meyer—nor does the 
article need to be repeated. “Agzos has been explained under 
the first verse, and means here, those possessed of completed 
holiness, or as Cameron—rovs terederwpévous. Myrothecium 
p. 248. The inheritance is meant for the possession of the 
saints. It is their common property. And the consecrated 
ones are not merely, as Batimgarten-Crusius says, those of 
the former dispensation who first were called “holy,” though 
saints alone enjoy the gift. It is “ His,” and they are His. 
The possession of holiness is the prerequisite for heaven. 
Such a character is in harmony with the pursuits, enjoyments, 
and scenes of the celestial world. Saints have now the inci- 
pient hetitage, but not in its full fruition. It is not here pre- 
sented to us as a rich blessing of Christ’s present kingdom ; 
but it is the blessing in prospect. The two clauses are thus 
nearly related. ‘The prayer is, that the Ephesians might first 
know the reality of the future blessing; and, secondly, might 
comprehend its character. What, then, are the riches of its. 
glory? There is the “glory,” of the inheritance itself, and 
that glory is not a mere gilding—glitter without value; for 
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there are also “the riches” of the glory. There is glory, for 
the inheritance in its subjective aspect is the perfection of 
the “saints.” But there are also “riches of glory,” for that 
perfection is complete in the sweep and circle of its enjoy-. 
ments, and is not restricted to one portion of our nature—the 
mind being filled with truth, and the heart ruled in all its 
. pulsations by undivided love. There is “ glory,” in that the 
inheritance is God’s, and they who receive it shall hold 
fellowship with Him; but there are in addition “riches of 
glory,” inasmuch as this fellowship is uninterrupted, the har- 
mony of thought and emotion never disturbed, and the face 
of God never eclipsed, but shedding a new lustre on the 
image of Himself reflected in every bosom. There is “ glory,” 
in that the inheritance yields satisfaction, for a perfect spizit 
in perfect communion with God must be a happy spirit; 
but there are likewise “riches of glory,” since that blessed- 
ness is unchanging, has no pause and no end; all, both in 
scene and society, being in unison with it, while it excites the 
purest susceptibilities, and occupies the noblest powers of our 
nature, giving us eternity for our lifetime and infinitude for 
our home. 

The third thing which the apostle wished them to know, 
was the nature of that power which God had exerted upon 
them in their conversion. The calling of God had glorious 
hopes attached to it or rising out of it. The wealthy inherit- 
ance lay before them, and the apostle wished them to know 
how or by what spiritual change they had been brought 
into these peculiar privileges, and how they were to be 
sustained till their hopes were realized. Not only had they 
been the objects of God’s affection, as is told them in the 
first paragraph—but also, and especially, of God’s power. 
Infinite love prompted into operation omnipotent strength. 
And that power is exercised in a certain normal direction, 
for it works on believers as it wrought in Christ, and, as 
the apostle shows in the second chapter, it does to them 
what it did to their great Prototype. The same kind of power 
manifested in the resurrection and glorification of Jesus, is 
exhibited in the quickening of sinners from death. The 20th 
verse of this chapter is illustrated by the 6th of the following 
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chapter, and all between is a virtual digression, or suspension 
of the principal idea in the analogy. The power which the 
apostle wishes them to comprehend was the power which 
quickened Jesus, and had in like manner quickened them ; 
which raised Jesus, and had in the same way raised them; 
which had elevated Jesus to God’s right hand in the heavenly 
places, and had also raised them with Christ, and made them 
sit with Christ in the heavenly places. Such is the general 
idea. He says— . 
(Ver. 19.) Kat ré 76 dmrepBdrrov péyeos ris Suvdpews 
avrod eis Huds Tovs TicTevovras— And what is the exceed- 
ing greatness of His power to us-ward who believe.” 2 Cor. 
xiii. 4. The apostle writes rig . . ris . . ri—yvepeating 
the adjective in his emphatic and distinct enumeration. Eis 
npas— in the direction of us””—is most naturally connected 
with dvvdpeos, and not with an understood éo7r:—power exer- 
cised upon us believers. Winer, § 49, ed. The greatness of 
that power is not to be measured; it is “ exceeding,” for it 
stretches beyond the compass of human calculation. It is 
the power of giving life to the dead in trespasses and sins— 
a prerogative alone of Him who is “ Life.” Compounds with 
drép are great favourites with the apostle, and this word is 
used by him alone. Speaking of those who are to enjoy the 
future glorious inheritance, he calls them absolutely of Gy, 
but those on whom rests this power in the meantime are only 
oi muctevovres ; and while in recording his prayer he naturally 
says “you,” he now as naturally includes himself—ydas. 
The connection of this with the following clause is im- 
portant—xara ri évépyecav. Some join the words with the 
immediately preceding mucrevovras —an exegesis followed 
by Chrysostom, Meier, Matthies, and Hodge. On the other 
hand, the words are joined to duvduews by CGicumenius, in 
one of his explanations, by Calvin, Olshausen, Meyer, Alford, 
Ellicott, and Stier. The last appears to be preferable. It 
is indeed true, that in consequence of God’s mighty power 
men believe. See under Col. ii, 12. But the adoption of 
such a meaning, advocated also by Crellius, Griesbach,’ and 
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Junkheim; would. be almost tantamount to making the apostle 
say—that they might know the greatness of His power on 
them who believe in virtue of His power. Some of the older 
divines adopted this view as a mode of defence against Armi- 
nian or Pelagian views of human ability, and as a proof of 
the necessity and the invincibility of divine grace. But xara 
rarely signifies “in virtue of,” and even then the idea of 
conformity is implied. Certainly the weak faith of man is 
not in conformity with the mighty power of God. Nor can 
xatd point-out the object of faith in such a construction as 
this, and it never occurs with wicreiw to denote the cause of 
faith. Besides, and especially, it is not to show either the 
origin or measure of faith that the apostle writes, but to illus- 
trate the power of God in them who already believe. Kard, 
therefore, signifies “after the model of.” It points out how 
the power to us-ward operates; xard—after the model of that 
power which operated in Christ. 

It weakens the point of the apostle’s argument to take the 
clause followed by «ard merely as an amplification, as Chry- 
sostom, Calvin, Calixtus, Estius, Grotius, Meier, and Winzer 
have done. It is not the apostle’s design to illustrate the 
mere UrepBdd\X\ov—the mere vastness of the power, but to 
define its nature and mode of operation. Nor can we agree 
with Harless, after Ambrosiaster, Bucer, and Zanchius, in 
making this clause and those which follow it belong equally 
to the és and x\npovomla, and regarding the paragraph as a 
general illustration of the nature of the hope, and the wealth 
and glory of the inheritance. Thus Ambrosiaster :— Zxemplum 
salutis credentium et glorie in resurrectione Salvatoris consistere 
profitetur, ut ex ea eognoscant fideles quid ets promissum est. 
This explanation is too vague, for évépryeva and the allied words 
are connected with dvvayus naturally, but not with the hopes 
or the inheritance. The exegesis of Harless would imply, 
that the blessings described in the paragraph are future bless- 
ings, whereas, as himself virtually admits, they are blessings 
already enjoyed by Christians (ii. 6). Ellicott errs in the same 
way when he says, that the reference is “primarily to the 
power of God, which shall hereajter quicken us even as it did 
Christ.” What he calls primary the context places as secon- 
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dary, for it is present power which is causing itself to be felt 
on present believers. The order of thought is not, the hope 
—then the inheritance—and then the power which shall confer 
it; but, the hope—the inheritance—and the power which 
sustains and prepares us for its possession. Meyer’s notion is 
similar to Ellicott’s. 

Nor does card, asin the opinion of Koppe and Holzhausen, 
signify mere similitude. For if the resurrection of Jesus be 
the normal exhibition of divine power, the implication is, that 
other similar exhibitions are pledged to Christ’s people. That 
power has operated, catd—after the model of that energy 
which God wrought in Christ. Cicumenius has the right idea 
to some extent when he compares the two acts—ré dvaohvat 
Hs TOD apuytKod Oavdrov Kal TO avacTivat TOD cwpaTiKOD 
tov Xpiorov. The objection of Matthies that, had the apostle 
meant to show the correspondence between the power exerted 
on us and that on Christ in His resurrection, he would have 
said év tuiv, as he has said év 7@.Xptor@, is without foun- 
dation, because the power put forth on Christ was an act long 
past and perfect, whereas the power put forth on believers is 
of present and continuous operation, and a stream of that divine 
influence is ever coming—eis #pas tods mictevovtas. This 
use of the article and participle, instead of a simple adjective, 
is emphatic in its nature. The participial meaning is brought 
into prominence—“ on us who are believing,” on us in the act 
or condition of exercising faith. Nor is the objection of De 
Wette more consistent. It is illogical, he affirms, to speak of 
applying a norm or scale to exceeding greatness. But the 
apostle does not use a scale to mete out and measure the exceed- 
ing greatness of God’s power, he merely presents a striking 
example to enable us to know something of its mode of 
operation. The sacred writer illustrates his meaning by the 
presentation of a fact, and that meaning will be best brought 
out after we have examined the phraseology. For God puts 
forth that power— 

Kata Thy évépyevay TOD Kparous THs iaytos avtod— accord- 
ing to the working of the force of His might.” To suppose 
that the apostle used these three terms without distinction, 
and for no other purpose than to give intensity of idea by the 
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mere accumulation of synonymes, would indeed be a slovenly 
exegesis. . Nor is it better to reduce the phrase to a Hebraism, 
connecting rob xpdrous, as Peile proposes, with évépyeav, 
as if it were equivalent to tiv xparodcay; or, on the other 
hand, resolving it either into xpdros ioyupdv, or loyds Kpa-. 
Tepd, a8 is recommended by Koppe and the lexicographers 
Bretschneider, Robinson, and Wahl. “Ioyus, connected with 
toyw, another form of éya, is—power in possession, ability, 
or latent power, strength which one has, but which he may or 
may not put forth. Mark xii. 30; Luke x. 27; 2 Peter ii. 11. 
Kpéros, from Kpas, the head, is that power excited into action 
—might. Luke i. 51; Acts xix. 20; Heb. ii. 14. “Ioyus, 
viewed. or evinced in relation to result, is xparos. Hence it 
is used with the verb qovely. The words occur together, 
Eph. vi. 10; Isa. xl. 26; Dan. iv. 27; Sophocles, Phil. 594. 
’Evépyeca, as its composition implies, is power in actual opera- 
tion.. "Ioyus, to take a familiar illustration, is the power lodged 
in the arm, xpdros is that arm stretched out or uplifted with 
conscious aim, while évépyeva is the same arm at actual work, 
accomplishing the designed result. Calvin compares them 
thus: toyvs—radix ; kpdros—arbor ; évépyeca—fructus. The 
connection of words similarly allied is not uncommon. Lobeck, 
Paralipomena, Diss. viii., § 18, p. 584. The language is meant 
to exalt our ideas of divine power. ‘That might exercised 
upon believers is not only great, but exceeding great, and 
therefore the apostle pauses to describe it slowly and analyti- 
_ cally; first in actual operation—évépyeca ; then he looks beyond 
that working and sees the motive power—xpdtos; and still: 
beneath this he discerns the original unexhausted might— 
ioyts. The use of so many terms arises from a. desire to 
survey the power of God in all its phases; for the spectacle’ 
is so magnificent, that the apostle lingers to admire and con- 
template it. Epithet is not heaped on epithet at random, but 
for a specific object. The mental emotion of the writer is 
_anxious to embody itself in words, and, after all its efforts, it 
laments the poverty of exhausted language. ‘The apostle now 
specifies one mode of operation— 
(Ver. 20.) “Hv éevipyncev dv re Xpior@, éyeipas avrov éx 
vexpov-—“ Which He wrought in Christ, having raised Him 
H 
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from: the dead ’”’—in'Christ our Head and Representative, év 
denoting the substratum, or ground, or range, as Winer calls 
it, on or in which the action. takes effect, § 48,2. The use of a 
verb with its correlate noun has been noticed already, chap. i. 
3, 6. In such cases there is some intensification of meaning. 
Bernhardy, p. 106. ‘The participle is contemporaneous with 
the verb. That manifestation of power is now described in its 
results, to wit, in the resurrection and glorification of Christ. 
He raised Him from the dead. _ It was the work of the Father 
—having sent His Son, and having received the atonement 
from Him—to demonstrate its perfection, and His own necep- 
tance of it, by calling Jesus from the grave. 

~ In the meantime, we may briefly illustrate this third section 
of the apostle’s prayer— that, ye may know the exceeding 
greatness of His power to us-ward who believe, according to 
the working of the might of His power which He wrought in 
Christ, when He raised Him from the dead.” Our general 
view has been already indicated. The specimen and pledge 
of that power displayed in quickening us, is Christ’s resur- 
rection, Now, 1. It is transcendent power—v7repBdrrov 
péyeBos. The body of Jesus was not only lifeless, but its 
organization had been partially destroyed. The spear had 
pierced the pericardium, and blood and water—blood fast 
resolving itself into serum and crassamentum, issued imme- 
diately from the gash. To restore the organization and to 
give life, not as the result of convalescence, but immediate 
and perfect life, was a-sublime act of omnipotence. T'o vivify 
a dead heart is not less wonderful, and the life originally 
given is the life restored. But created effort is unequal to the 
enterprise. The vision of Ezekiel is on this point full of 
meaning. The valley lay before the mind’s eye of the prophet, 
full of bones, dry and bleached, not only without muscle and 
integument, but the very form of the skeleton had disappeared. 
Its vertebrae and limbs had been separated, and the mass. 
was lying in confusion. The seer uttered the oracle of life, 
and.at once there was a shaking—the various pieces and 
organs came together—“ bone to his bone.” The osseous 
framework was restored in its integrity, nay, sinew and flesh 
came upon it, and “the skin covered them above.’’ But there 
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was no breath in them. The organization was complete, but. 
the vital power—the direct gift of God—was absent. The 
prophet invoked the “breath of Jehovah.” It descended and 
enveloped the host, and at the first throb of their heart they 
started to their feet, ‘an exceeding great army.” The resto- 
ration of spiritual life to the dead soul results immediately 
from the working of the might of His power. Conviction, 
impression, penitence, and reformation, may be to some extent 
produced by human prophesying; but life comes as God’s 
own gift—a divine operation of the power of His might, 
analogous to the act of our Lord’s resurrection. 

2. It is power already experienced by believers—power— 
eis — to us-ward.” They had felt it in prior time. It is not 
some mighty influence to be enjoyed by them in some future 
scene of being, or, as Chandler and others suppose, at the 
resurrection. ‘“‘ You did He quicken,” raise up, and enthrone 
with Christ. 

8. It is resurrectionary power—power displayed in restor-. 
ing life, for it has its glorious prototype in the resurrection 
of Jesus. Divine power restored physical life to Jesus, and 
that same power restored spiritual life to those who “ were dead 
in trespasses and sins.” The context shows plainly that this 
is the meaning of the reference, for the subject is resumed at 
ver. 5 of the succeeding chapter. There was spiritual life 
once in man—in his great progenitor; but it left him and 
he died; and the great purpose of the gospel is to unite 
him to God, and to give back to him, through union with 
“ Christ our life,” this life which he originally enjoyed. See 
chap. ii. 5, 6. . 

4, The resurrection of Jesus is in this respect not merely a 
specimen or illustration—it is also a pledge. Some regard it 
as a mere comparison. Morus defines xara merely—simili 
modo. Koppe says the power in us is non minor—* not less” 
than that in Christ; and Grotius looks upon it as a proof of 
God's ability—gquod factum apparet, id tterum fiert potest. 
Chrysostom, on the first verse of the next chapter, says—ére 
Tovs vexpors duartav 7 Wuxny vevecpopévnv idcacbar TOANS 
pertov eats —‘to heal a dead soul is a far greater thing than to 
raise the dead.”” But when God raised His Son—the repre- 
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sentative of redeemed humanity—the deed itself was not only 
an illustration of the mode, but also a pledge of the fact, that 
all His constituents should be quickened, and should have this 
higher life restored to them. For the man Jesus died, that 
men who were dead might live, and the revivification of His 
dead body was at once a proof that the enterprise had been 
accomplished, and a pledge that all united to Him should 
live in spirit, and live at length like Himself in an entire and 
glorified humanity. The nobler life of soul, and the reunion 
of that quickened spirit with a spiritualized body, are cove- 
nanted blessings. Olshausen makes the general resurrection 
of believers from the dead the principal reference of the passage. 
But this, as we have seen, is a mistaken view. Still, as this 
new life cannot be fully matured in the present body, for its 
powers are cramped and its enjoyments curtailed, so it follows 
that a frame suited to it will be prepared for it, in which all 
its faculties and susceptibilities will be completely and for 
ever developed and perfected. Present spiritual life and future 
resurrection are therefore both involved. He raised Him— 
Kal éxaOsoev év Se&id adtod év trois éroupaviow—“ and He- 
set Him at His own right hand in the heavenly places.’’ 
Lachmann reads xaOicas, after A, B, and some other MSS., 
but the common reading is the best sustained, and the other 
has the plausibility of an emendation, like the reading évjp- 
ynxev in the previous clause. This recurrence to the aorist 
forms, therefore, an anacolouthon or inconsequent construc- 
tion. These anaccloutha only occur when the mind, in its — 
fervour and hurry, overlooks the formal nexus of grammatical 
arrangement, or when the writer wishes to lay. emphasis on 
special ideas or turns of thought. Winer, § 63, 2,4. The 
transition is sometimes marked by dé In similar cases it 
appears as if the writer wished to indicate a change in the train 
of illustration, his immediate purpose being served. John 
v. 44—NapBavovtes—xat od fnreire ; 2 Sohn 2—rhw podvovcav 
—«xai ésrat. So in the present passage. The sense is com- 
plete—éyelpas aitov éx vexpav ; the principal, essential, and. 
prominent idea illustrative of Divine power is brought out. 
But, changing the construction as if to indicate this, the 
apostle adds, not kai xa@icas, but ékdOcoev—his mind fondly 
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carrying out the associated truths. The chief object of the 
‘apostle is to show the nature of that power which God has 
exercised upon believers. It is power which operates after 
‘the model of that which He wrought in Christ. Power was 
‘manifested in Christ’s resurrection, visibly and impressively, 
but not in the same form in His glorification. Might is seen 
in the one and honour in the other. In the sixth verse of the 
‘following chapter the principal thought is that of revivification 
or spiritual resurrection, though the other idea of glorification 
is also annexed ; but it is still a minor idea, for though we are 
spiritually brought into a new life as really as Christ was 
physically quickened, yet we are not év Tois érroupavious, in 
the very same sense as Christ personally is, but only as being 
in Him—members of the body of which He i is the ever-living 
and glorified Head. 

The verb écad@cev has a hiphil signification, and like some 
other verbs of pregnant meaning, seems here as if to contain 
its object in itself. It is not therefore followed by a formal 
accusative. So the corresponding Hebrew verb 2vir}, wants 
the personal pronoun as its accusative in 1 Sam. ii. 8. 

ev de&ta abrodD— at His own right hand.” Mark xvi. 19; 
Heb. viii.1; x. 12; xii.2. The language refers us to Ps. ex. 

év Tois érovpaviows. The phrase has been explained under 
ver. 3. Lachmann reads—éy rois odpavois, without any emi- 
nent authority. We cannot say with Matthies, and Hunnius 
quoted and approved by Harless, that the expression has a 
special reference to things and not to places, and denotes the 
_ status coelestis. For the idea of place does not necessarily 
‘imply local and limited conceptions of the Divine essence. - 
Our Master taught us to pray, “Our Father which art in 
heaven.” The distressed mind instinctively looks upward to 
the throne of God. The phrase ra éroupavia does not signify 
heaven in its special and ordinary sense, but the heavenly 
provinces. In the highest province Jesus is at the right 
hand of God, and in the lowest province of the same region 
the church is located, as we have seen under i. 3, and shall 
see again under ii. 5, 6. 

Jesus was not only raised from the dead, but placed at the 
Father’s “right hand.” Three ideas, at least, are included in 
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the formula, as explained in Scripture. 1. It is the place of 
‘honour. Jesus is above all created dignities, whatever their 
position and rank, Ver. 21. 

2. It is the place of power. He sits “on the right hand of 
power.” Matt. xxvi. 64. “All things are under. His feet.” 
He wields a sceptre of universal sovereignty. Ver. 22. 

3. It is the place of happiness—happiness possessed, and 
happiness communicated. “ At Thy right hand there are 
pleasures for evermore.” Ps. xvi. 11. The crowned Jesus 
possesses all the joy which was once set before Him, But His 
humanity, though glorified, -is not deified—is not endowed 
with any of the essential attributes of divinity. -Whatever 
the other results of the &wois xa brécracw, or the commu- 
nicatio idiomatum, may be, we believe that the inferior nature 
of Jesus remains a distinct, perfect, and unmixed humanity. 
The @edvOpa7es is in heaven, was seen in heaven, ‘ from 
whence we look for Him,” and the saints are to be cought up 
to meet their Lord in the air? Augustine says well (Zp. 57) 
—Cavendum est, ne ita divinitatem adstruamus hominis, ut 
veritatem corporis auferamis. | . 

(Ver. 21.) ‘Trepdve mdéons apyfs cat €Eovelas xat duvdpews 
Kat kuprorntos—“ Far above all principality, and power, and 
might, and lordship.”’” The clauses to the end of the chapter 
explain and illustrate, as we have now hinted, the session at 
the right hand of God. These various appellations are used 
as the abstract for the concrete, as if for sweeping significance. 
The highest position in creation is yet beneath Christ. Some 
of the beings that occupy those stations have specific and 
appropriate names, but not only above these, but above every 
conceivable office and being, Jesus is immeasurably exalted. 
There is no exception; He has no equal and no superior, not 
simply among those with whose titles we are so far acquainted, 
but in the wide universe there is no name so high as His, 


1In the Formula Concordia, ii, 8, De Persona Christi, ubiquity is without hesi- 
tation claimed for Christ’s humanity—-“ Ut videlicet etiam secundam illam suam 
assumtam naturam, et cum ed presens esse possit, et quidem presens sit, ubicunque 
velit.”-Die symbolischen Biicher der evangelisch-lutherischen Kirche, ed. Miiller, 
Stuttgart, 1848, p. 674, et seg. Hase, Hutterus Redivivus, § 105. Schmidt, Dog- 
mattk der Evang.-Luth. Kirche, p., 243, &e. 
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and among all its spheres, there is no renown that matches 
His. These principalities stand around and beneath the 
throne, but Jesus sits at its right hand. It is a strange whim 
of Schoettgen, on the one hand, to refer these names to the 
Jewish hierarchy, and of Van Til, on the other hand, to 
regard them as descriptive of heathen dignities. 

To attempt to define these terms would serve little purpose, 
and those definitions given by the pseudo-Dionysius, and 
‘others even of the more sober and intelligent Greek fathers, 
are but truisms. For example: dpyai are defined by Diony- 
slus—@s éxelynyv tiv apyiv avahaivovoat ; dvvapets are pro- 
nounced by Theodoret—s adnpoby Ta KeAevopeva Svvdpevor; 
and the xupsornres are stated by Phavorinus to be—duvdpers 
arya Nevroupyikat Kupiov. The first two of these four terms 
are used of human magistracy, Tit. iii. 1; in this epistle, of 
the hostile powers of darkness, vi. 12; of the celestial hier- 
archy, in iii. 10; and they are spoken of as distinct from 
angels, in Rom. viii. 38, and 1 Pet. iii. 22. Jesus is described 
as at the right hand of the Father—eéy 7ois évrovpaviois, and 
perhaps the beings referred to under these four designations 
are the loftiest and most dignified in heaven. To restrict the 
word solely to angels, with Meyer, or good angels, with 
Ellicott, might be too narrow; and it would be too vague 
with Erasmus, Zachariae, Rosenmiiller, and Olshausen, to 
refer it to any kind of dignity or honour. These dignities 
and -honours are at least heavenly in their position, and 
‘belong, though perhaps not exclusively, to the creatures who, 
from their office, are termed angels. To say that He who.is 
at the tight hand is raised above human dignitaries, would be 
pointless and meaningless ; and to affirm that He occupies 
a station superior to any on which a fiend may sit in lurid 
majesty, would not be a fitting illustration of His exalted 
merit and proportionate reward. Yet both are really included. 
‘Human princedoms and hellish potentates must hold a posi- 
tion beneath the powers and principalities of heaven, above 
which the Son of God is.so loftily exalted. 

What the distinction of the words among themselves is, 
and what degrees of celestial heraldry they describe, it is 
- impossible for us to define. We are obliged to say, with 
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‘Chrysostom, that the names are-to us donua Kal ov yvwptto~ 
eva; and, with Augustine—dicant,. qui possunt, si tamen 
possunt probare quod dicunt ; ego me sta ignorare confiteor. 
Hofmann denies that the words indicate any gradations of 
angelic rank, but only indicate the manifoldness of which 
their relation to God and to the world is capable. This may 
-be true so far, but the relation so held may indicate of itself 
the rank of him who holds it. Schrift. vol. i. p. 347. The four 
terms form neither climax nor anticlimax; the two first of 
them here are the. two last in Col. i. 16, and the last term 
here, cupsornres, stands second in the twin epistle. The first 
and last have special reference to government, princedom, or 
lordship, and the intervening two may refer more to preroga- 
tive and command. And they may be thus connected: Who- 
ever possesses the dpyi enjoys and displays. éfovcia; and 
whoever is invested with.the ddvayss, wields it in his ap- 
pointed «vpidrns. . Speculations on the angelic world, its 
number, rank, and gradations, were frequent in the earlier 
centuries. Basil.and Gregory of Nazianzum set the example, 
‘but the pseudo-Dionysius mustered the whole angelic’ band 
‘under his review, and arranged them in trinary divisions :— 
I. @pbvor, KepouBiw, Bepapin. — 
Il. Kupsérnres, ’EEoucia/,. Avvdsis. 
TIT, *Apyal, Apycyyedo, ” Ayyero! 


The Jewish theology also held that there were different ranks 
of angels, and amused itself with many fantastic reveries as 
to their power and position.? All that we know is, that there 
is foundation for the main idea—that there is no dull and 
sating uniformity among the inhabitants of heaven—that 
order and freedom are not inconsistent with gradation of rank 
—that there are glory and a higher glory—power and a 
nobler power—rank and a loftier rank, to be witnessed in the 
mighty scale. As there are orbs of dazzling radiance amidst 
the paler and humbler stars of the sky, so there are bright 
and majestic chieftains among the hosts of God, nearer God 


1 Enchiridion, cap. 58. * Hierarchia Culestis, cap. vi. 
3 Hisenmenger, Entdechtes Judenthum, ii. p. 8374; Boehmer, Isugoge in Ep. ad Col. 
p. 292; Petavius, Dogmata Theol. tom. iii. p. 101; Twesten, Dogmatik, vol. ii. p. 805. 
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in position, and liker God in majesty, possessing and reflecting 
more of the Divine splendour, than their lustrous brethren 
around them. But above all Jesus is enthroned —the highest 
position in’ the universe is His. The seraph who adores and 
burns nearest the eternal throne is only prowimus Huic— 


“ Longo sed proximus intervallo.” 


‘urepdve— ‘over above;” not reigning over, as Bengel has 
it, but simply in a position high above them. The majority 
of cases where the word is used in the Septuagint would seem 
to show that it may intensify the idea of the simple dvo. 
We cannot agree with Ellicott’s denial of this. It is true 
that compounds are numerous in Alexandrian Greek, and 
cease from use to have all their force; yet in the Septuagint 
the passages referred to and others, from the spirit of them or 
the suggested contrast to the position of the observer, point to 
a full sense of the compound term. Deut. xxvi. 19, xxviii. 1; 
Ezek. i. 25, x. 19, xi, 22. 

.The second clause expands and rivets the idea. of the first, 
and corresponds, as Stier well remarks, to the ode ls «rics 
érépa, in Rom. viii. 89. For the apostle subjoins— 

Kat TravTos 6voyaTos ovopatouévov—“ and every name that 
is named.” Kai introduces a final and comprehensive asser- 
tion, “and in a word” (Ellicott)—et omnino. Fritzsche on 
Matt. p. 786. rasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Meier, and 
Bloomfield, take Pvopa here as a name or title of honour, 
referring to Phil. ii..9; John xii, 28: Acts iv. 12; 2 Tim. ii, 
19; and to the verb in Rom. xv. 20. To this we sce no great 
objection, especially in such a context. But as the following 
participle has its usual meaning, évoua may be taken in its 
common signification—an exegesis certainly preferable to 
that of Morus, Harless, and Riickert, who quality it by its 
position, and make it denote every name of such a kind as 
those just rehearsed. To show the height of Christ’s exalta- 
tion, the apostle affirms that he sits above all 


‘t Thrones, dominations, princedoms, kingdoms, powers ;” 
but to enlarge the sweep of his statement he now adds—and 


also above every name of being or of rank that the universe 
contains. -Bodius, Meyer, and De Wette, say-——ady dvoya is 
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simply for way; Beza renders—gquicquid existit. Cicumenius 
makes it equivalent to way pnrov nab dvopaordv—which is 
preferable. 
ov povoy ev TO aide ToUT@, GAA Kal év TO péAdoVTI— 
“ not only in this world, but also in that which is to come.” 
This clause does not belong to the preceding éxd@icev, as 
Calvin, Beza, Bodius, Koppe, Holzhausen, Kiittner, and 
Burton suppose; for they regard it as expressing the perma- 
nency of Christ’s dominion. The intervening sentences show 
that this exegesis is unfounded, and that the words must be 
construed with évopatouévov—" every name named, not only - 
in this world, but also in that which is to come.’’ What, then, 
is meant by ai@y obros and aly wéAdwv? The phrase cannot 
have its Jewish acceptation—the period before Messiah and 
the period of Messiah, as Cocceius and others hold. . The 
plain meaning is—the present life and the life to come,! with 
the attached idea of the region where each life is respectively 
spent—earth and heaven, but without any marked ethical 
reference. ‘The future,’ as Olshausen remarks, “is in the 
phrase opposed to the present.” Over all the beings we can 
name now, or shall ever be able to name, Jesus is exalted— 
over all that God has brought, or will bring, into existence. 
Whether, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Bengel suppose 
from this verse, we shall have our knowledge of the celestial 
powers extended, is a question which it does not directly 
solve. Lest, however, there should be any imagined excep- 
tion to Christ’s supremacy, or any possible limitation of it— 
any power or principality anywhere left uncompared or out 
of view, the apostle says, Jesus is exalted not only above 
-gsuch of them as men now and on earth are in the habit of 
familiarly naming, but also above every name of existence or 
rank in every sphere and section of the universe. Nihil est, says 
Calvin, tam sublime aut eacellens quocunque nomine censeatur, 
quod non subjectum stt Christi majestati. There seems to be no 
immediate polemical reference in this extraordinary paragraph. 
Not only is there exaltation, but-there is also authority— 
| (Ver. 22.) Kat wavra trérakev td tovs modas abtod— 
“And put all things under His feet.” The allusion is clearly 


1 Pide Koppe, Excursus I.; Witsius, Miscellanea Sacra, vol. i, 618. 
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to the language of the 8th Psalm. In the 110th Psalm the 
enemies of Messiah are specially referred to, and their subju- 
‘gation is pictured out by their being declared to be His foot- 
stool. The allusion is not, however, in this clause, to enemies 
defeated and humbled, as Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen, 
and Olshausen, to some extent, suppose. The apostle is de- 
seribing the authority of the Saviour by this peculiar figure. 
Jt is no repetition of the idea in the preceding verse. That 
exhibits His honour, but this proclaims His imperial preroga~ 
tive. Heb. ii. 8. The wdvra not only contains what. has 
been specified, but leaves nothing excluded. The brow once 
-crowned with thorns now wears the diadem of universal sove; 
reignty ; and that hand, once nailed to the cross, now holds in 
it the sceptre of unlimited dominion. He who lay in the 
-tomb has ascended the throne of unbounded empire. Jesus, 
the brother-man, is Lord of all: He has had all things put 
“under His feet—the true apotheosis of humanity. This quo- 
tation from the Psalms Theodoret names tv smpodnrixny 
poaptupiav, for this old Hebrew ode plainly refers to man’s 
original dignity and supremacy—to the race viewed in 
- unfallen Adam (Gen. i. 26-28); but it also, as interpreted in 
Heh. ii. 6, 7, a8 plainly refers to the Second Adam, or to 
humanity restored and elevated in Him—in Christ as its 
Representative and Crown. 

_. kab abrov Boxe keharyy trép wavra rH éxxdnoig—* and 
gave Him to’ be Head over all things to the church.” There 
is no reason for changing the ordinary meaning of exe, and 
rendering it “ appointed ”—é0nxe—as is suggested by Calvin, 
Beza, Harless, Meier, and Olshausen. In chap. iv. 11, we 
have the same verb. His occupancy of this exalted position 
is a divine benefaction to the church; His appointment is the 
result of love, which gives with wise and willing generosity. 
Nay more, and with emphasis—«at adrév &wxe—“ and Him 
he gave.” The natural meaning of éexe is thus sustained 
by the prefixing of the pronoun, and it governs the dative, 
‘éxxAnota, after it. This repetition of the pronoun intensifies 
the idea, and its position in this clause is emphatic—* and 
Him, so exalted and invested, so rich in glory and power— 
even Him and none other, has He given as Head.” 
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The most difficult phrase is xeharyv trép mavra. The 
‘Vulgate merely evades the difficulty by its translation—supra 
-omnem ecclesiam. The Syriac rendering is preferable :— 
“Him who is over all hath He given to be Head,” trans- 
posing the order of the words, a rendering followed by Chry- 
-sostom—rov dvta tmep mavra Xpiorov ; and the same idea is 
adopted by Erasmus, Camerarius, Estius, and a-Lapide. The 
‘position of the words shows that t7rép mdvra qualifies xeparijv. 
-But in what sense? Not— 

1. In the vague sense of “special.” "Eat waou—in “ pre- 

ference to all,” as it is explained by Bodius and Baumgarten. 
-Bodius thus paraphrases—Super omnia, nempe cetera supertus 
enumerata, hoc est, pre altts omnibus creaturis. Nor— 
- 2, In the general sense of ‘‘ Supreme Head,” as is advo- 
cated by Beza, Riickert, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ols- 
hhausen, Conybeare, Bisping, and De Wette. This exegesis 
‘gives wmép the sense of “above,” as the highest head is the 
Head above all other heads. Koppe resolves it by érrepéyouoa 
awavrov— overtopping all;”’ but no comparison of this nature 
seems to be in the apostle’s mind. Olshausen says, the 
apostles and prophets were also in a certain sense heads of 
the church, while Christ was—xepans imép wavta. But the 
mwévra has no such implied contrast in itself, and it naturally 
turns our attention to the previous verses, where the princi- 
palities and powers are not only pronounced to be inferior to 
Christ, but are affirmed to be under His special jurisdiction. 

3. The words may mean— He gave Him as Head over 
all things to the church,” or “ He gave Him who is Head over 
all things to be Head to the church.” The former of these 
renderings is expressed by Harless, Alford, and Ellicott in 
his second edition, the latter by Stier and Meyer. The dif- 
ference is not very material. Meyer supposes that by a 
figure of speech called Brachyology, a second xehady is 
understood. Maithiae, § 634; Kiihner, § 852; Jelf, § 893. 
But there is no need of this shift—and the first exegesis 
is preferable (Madvig, § 24, a); the noun being a species of 
what Donaldson calls “tertiary predicates’—§ 489. New 
Cratylus, § 302. ' Christ is already declared by the apostle to 
be above all in position and power, dép wavra ; but-besides, 
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He is by the Father’s gift xepady to the church. The wdvta 
are not connected with Him as their cepadyj, their relation to 
Him being merely denoted by éép; but the church claims 
Him as its Head, yea, claims as its Head Him who is over 
all, Were the émép to be taken in the active sense of super- 
intendence, the genitive would be employed, as Harless inti- 
mates; but it denotes here, above or beyond all in honour and 
prerogative, for dvrép in the New Testament with the accusa- 
tive, has always this tropical meaning. Matt. x. 24; Luke 
xvi. 8; Acts xxvi. 13; Phil. ii. 9; Philem. 16. The signi- 
fication, therefore, is—This glorious Being, above all angelic 
essences, and having the universe at His feet, is, by divine 
generosity, Head to the church, for the wdvra refers not to 
members of the church, as Jerome and Wahl argue and as 
Harless favours, but to things beyond the church, being equi- 
valent to wdvra in the preceding clauses; nor is the word to 
be restricted to good angels, as Theophylat and Cicumenius 
seem to suppose. 

The noun é«xanola is the name of the holy and believing 
community under the New Testament. Its meaning is obvious 
——the one company—‘m, who have been called or summoned | 
together to salvation. The church here spoken of is specially 
the church on earth, which stands in need of protection, though 
the church in heaven be equally related to Jesus, and equally 
enjoy the blessings of His Headship. Jerome, Nésselt, Koppe, 
and Rosenmiiller extend it to all good beings—an extension 
not warranted by the name or the context. The dative is not, 
as De Wette takes it, a dativus commodi, nor is it connected with: 
the xedadrnv immediately preceding as its complement, but 
it belongs naturally to the verb &wxev. The relation of Christ 
to the church is not that of austere government, or lofty and 
distant patronage. He is not to it merely tarép wévra— 
a glorious being to contemplate and worship, but He is its 
Head, in a near, tender, necessary, and indissoluble relation. 
And that Head is at the same time “ Head over all.” His 
intelligence, His love, and His power, therefore, secure to the 
church that the wavra will “ work together for good.” Under 
His “ over all’? Headship, everything that happens benefits 
Tlis people-—discoveries in science, inventions in art, and revo- 
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lutions in government—all that is prosperous and all that is 
adverse. The history of the church is a proof extending. 
through eighteen centuries; a proof so often tested, and by 
such opposite processes, as to gather irresistible strength with 
its age; a proof varied, ramified, prolonged, and unique, that 
the exalted Jesus is Head over all things to the church. And 
the idea contained in this appellation is carried out to its 
correlative complement in the following verse, and in these 
remarkable words— | | 
(Ver. 23.) “Hris éoriv 76 c@ua adtod—* Which indeed is 
His body.” “Hres—welche ja, as it is rendered by De Wette. 
Kiihner, § 781, 4,5. Of this meaning of Sori there are many 
examples in the New Testament, though it has also other sig- 
nifications, “ Head over all things to the church, which in 
truth is His body.” The mode of expression is not uncommon. 
Chap. ii. 16, iv. 4, 12, 16, v. 28, 80; 1 Cor. xii. 15; Col. 1, 
18, 24, ii. 19, iii. 15, &c, Head and body are correlative, 
and are organically connected. The body is no dull lump of 
clay, no loose coherence of hostile particles ; but bone, nerve, 
and vessel give it distinctive form, proportion, and adaptation. 
The church is not a fortuitous collection of believers, but a 
society, shaped, prepared, and life-endowed, to correspond to 
its Head. The Head is one, and though the corporeal members 
are many, yet all is marked out and ‘“ curiously wrought” 
with symmetry and grace to serve the one design; there 
_ being organization, and not merely juxtaposition. There is 
first a connection of life: if the head be dissevered, the body 
dies. The life of the church springs from its union to Christ 
by the Spirit, and if any member or community be separated 
from Christ, it dies. There is also a connection of mind: the 
purposes of the head are wrought out by the corporeal organs 
—the tongue that speaks, or the foot that moves. The church 
should have no purpose but Christ’s glory, and no work but 
the performance of His commands. There is at the same time 
a connection of power: the organs have no faculty of self- 
motion, but move as they are directed by the governing prin- 
ciple within. The corpse lies stiff and motionless. Energy 
to do good, to move forward in spiritual contest and victory, 
and to exhibit aggressive influence against evil, is all derived 
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from union with Christ. There is, in fine, a connection of 
sympathy. The pain or disorder of the smallest nerve or fibre 
vibrates to the Head, and there it is felt. Jesus has not only 
cognizance of us, but He has a fellow-feeling with us in all 
our infirmities and trials. And the members of the body are. 
at the same time reciprocally connected, and placed in living 
affinity, so that mutual sympathy, unity of action, co-operation, 
and support, are anticipated and provided for. No organ is 
superfluous, and none can defy or challenge its fellow. Simi- 
lar fulness and adjustment reign in the church. See under 
iv. 15,16. Not only is the church His body, but also— 

TO TAHPOLA TOD Ta TavTa év TAcL TANpovpevov— the 
fulness of Him that filleth all in all.” 

1. The term wAsjpwpya is in apposition to g@ya, and is not 
governed by éexe, as is the strange view of Homberg, Cas- 
talio, and Erasmus, who says—ro mAjpaopa videtur accusandt 
casu legendum, ut referatur ad Christum. Meier holds a 
similar view, making the words fries éorl 76 cOpua aitod a 
parenthesis, and supposing that mAsjpwyua stands in apposition 
to adrév. This arrangement not only does violence to the 
natural and obvious syntax, but, as Olshausen well observes, 
God cannot make Christ to be the wdjpaya, for Christ pos-: 
sesses the fulness of the Godhead, not through an act of the 
Father’s will, but by the necessity of His nature. Bengel. 
regards mAjpwya as neither referring to the church, nor as 
governed by édwxe. It stands, in his opinion, as a species of 
accusative absolute, like waprdpsov in 1 Tim. ii. 6, and forms 
an epiphonema—a quod erat demonstrandum. The violence 
resorted to in such an exegesis is not less objectionable than 
that seen in the opposite opinion of Storr, who imagines that. 
it signifies that “ which isin God abundantly,” and that it is. 
employed as a species of nominative in apposition to 6 Oeds- 
mAoUCLOS, il. 4. . 

2: Many understand the noun in the general sense of mul- 
titude—copéa, caetus numerosus, making wrjpwpa equivalent to 
arjOos. Such is the view which Storr calls probable, and it is 
that of Wetstein, Koppe, Kiittner, Wahl, and even Fritzsche. 


1 Comment. in Rom. vol. ii, 469, 
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Hesychius and Phavorinus define wdjpwpa by dios, and 
Schoettgen renders, Multitudo cui Christus prwest. This notion 
is plainly unwarranted by the philology of the term. ID\j00s 
has always a reference to abundance, but such an idea is only 
secondary in 7Ajpe@ua—tfulness being merely a relative term,- 
in application either to a basket (Mark viii. 20), or to the 
globe (Ps. xxiv. 1), and its quantity is determined by the 
subject. What meaning in such a case would be borne by 
the homogeneous 7Anpoupévou ? Besides, the idea of unity in 
cpa would ill correspond with that of multiplicity given to 
mAnpwpa. Cameron and Bos render Tjpopa “ the full body,” 
plenitudo illa que est in corpore—a meaning which the simple 
word cannot bear, and which is borrowed from iv. 16, where 
other terms are joined with the substantives. , 

- 8. Some refer the use of the term to the familiar employ- 
ment of the ny24—the divine glory, or visible manifestation of 
God, which some, such as Harless, identify with mdjpopa. 
But ‘the church cannot stand in such a relation to God—the 
Shechinah is the highest personal manifestation of His own 
Infinite fulness, the glory of which is reflected by the church, 
as shone the face of Moses when even a few straggling rays 
of the divine radiance fell upon it. 

4, Allied to this last view is the more general one of those 
who regard the wAjpwpa in the light of a temple in which 
the glory of God resides, and who refer it in this sense to the 
church. Michaelis and Bretschneider espouse this notion, t the. 
latter of whom. paraphrases Tajpopa—quast templum, in quo 
habitat, quod occupat et regit, ut anima corpus. The idea of 
Harless, found originally in Hackspann, is very similar. “As,” 
says he, “the apostle employs the same term to denote the 
church, which he uses to represent the richness.of that glory 
which dwells in God and Christ, and emanates from them, 
so the church may be called ‘ the fulness of Christ,’ not 
because it is the glory which dwells in Him, but because it is 
the glory which he makes to dwell in her as in everything 
else. It is the glory not of One, who without it suffers’ want, 
but of One who fills all—das All—in all places—‘ The whole: 


Buxtorf, Lex, Talmud. p. 2394; Wagenseil, Sofa, p. 83. 
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earth is full of His glory.’ In fact, ‘the church’ is the glory 
of Christ, because He is united to it alone as the head with 
its body.”’ This is also the view of von Gerlach: “ the church 
is His fulness—seine Herrlichkett, that is, His glory. All 
His divine perfections are manifest in it. It is His visible 
appearance upon the earth.” This exegesis, however, gives 
the word a peculiar conventional meaning, not warranted by 
its derivation, but drawn from expressions in Colossians which 
have no affinity with the place under review; and such a sense, 
moreover, is so recondite and technical, that we can scarce 
suppose the apostle to give it to the word without previous 
warning or peculiar hint and allusion. No traces of hostility 
to Gnosticism and its technical xcévwpa and mAnpwpa are 
found in the context, and there is no ground for such a con- 
jecture on the part of Trollope, Burton, and Conybeare. The 
fulness of the Godhead dwells in Christ—ooparixds, says the 
apostle in a letter which formally opposes a false philosophy. 
Col. ii. 9. Here he says, on the other hand, the church is 
Christ’s body, His fulness. Passing by those forms of inter- 
pretation which are not supported either by analogy or by the 
nature of the context, we proceed to such as have higher 
ground of probability. 

The grammatical theory in the case of verbal nouns is, 
that those ending in pos embody the intransitive notion of 
the verb, while those in ows have an active, and those in pa 
have a passive sense, or express the result of the transitive 
idea contained in the verb. Kiihner, § 370. The theory, 
however, is often modified by usage. According to it—and 
in this case it is verified by many examples—zAzjpwua will 
be equivalent to 7d memAnjpwpevov—the thing filled, just as 
Tparywa is TO TemTpayuwevov—the thing done; or the word may be 
taken in an abstract sense, as kAdowa—not the thing broken, 
but the fragment itself. Thus the meaning may pass to that 
by which the effect is produced, and this is virtually the 
so-called active sense of such nouns; not, as Alford observes, 
“an active sense properly at all, but a logical transference 
from the effect to that which exemplifies the effect.” In fact, 
those aspects of active and passive meanings depend on the 


view assumed—whether one thinks first of the container, and 
. I 
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then of the contained, or the reverse. Thus, Ps. xxiv. 15 
1 Cor. x, 26, 4 yf kad 76 wAjpwpa adtijs— the earth and its 
fulness.” So the noun is used of the inhabitants of a city, as 
its complement of population ; of the manning of a ship; the 
armed crew in the Trojan horse; and the animals in Noah’s 
ark.1 In such examples the idea is scarcely that of comple- 
ment, but rather the city, ark, and ship are represented asin a 
state of fulness. What they contain is not regarded as filling 
them up—jpwors, but they are looked upon simply as being 
already filled up. | 

The great question has been, whether wAjpwpa has an active 
or a passive sense. Critics are divided. Havless* affirms, with 
Bahr, that the word is used only in an active sense, while 
Baumgarten-Crusius® as stoutly maintains on the other side, 
that the noun occurs with only a passive signification. The 
truth seems to lie between the two extremes. The word some- 
times occurs in the so-called active sense, denoting that which 
fills up (Matt. ix. 16), where wAgpwua is equivalent to ézi- 
BaAnpwa—the piece of new cloth designed to fill up the rent. 
Mark ii. 21. But it is often used in a passive sense to denote 
fulness—the state of fulness: Mark viii. 20, Iécav omupidwv 
TAnpopata— the fulnesses of how many baskets ””-—“ how 
many: filled baskets of fragments?” So Rom. xiii. 10, wAs- 
popa vowov— fulfilment or full obedience of the law.” The 
idea of amplitude is sometimes involved, as Rom. xv. 29, év 
TANnpOpate evroyias— in the fulness of the blessing ;” and in 
Rom. xi. 25, wAjpwpa tov éOvov—* the fulness of the Gen- 
tiles,” where it is opposed to dd pépous, and in the 12th 
verse is contrasted with j77nwa. As applied to time (Gal. 
iv. 45° Eph. 1. 10), it signifies that the time prior to the 
appointed epoch is. regarded as filled up, and therefore full. 
See under i. 10. 

1. An active signification, however, is preferred by Chrysos- 


1 Robinson, Passow, Liddell and Scott, sub voce. 
2 Ich betrachte es nun mit Bihr als ein unzweifelhaftes Resultat der geftihrten 
Untersuchung, dass es im N. T. nur im activen Sinne gebraucht werde, &c. p. 122. 
. 8 Gewiss aber hat razeuue auch in N. 'T., wie in dem gesamintcy,Sprachgebrauche 
purchaus passive Bedeutung, nur den Schein activer Bedeutung nimmt es, &e.— 
p. 50. 
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tom, Ecumenius, Ambrosiaster, Théophylact, Anselm, Thomas 
Aquinas, Calvin,! Beza,? Rollock, Zanchius, Hammond, Cro- 
cius, Zegerus, Calovius, Estius, Bodius, Passavant, Richter, 
von Gerlach, Bisping, and Hofmann. The words of Chrysos- 
tom are—“ The head is in a manner filled up by the body, 
because the body is composed of all its parts, and needs every 
one of them. It is by all indeed that His body is filled up: 
Then the head is filled up, then is the body made perfect, 
where we all together are knit to one another and united.’ 
The notion involved in this exegesis, which is also beautifully 
illustrated by Du Bosc in his French sermons on this epistle, 
is the following: The church is His body; without that body 
the head feels itself incomplete—the body is its complement. 
The idea is a striking, but a fallacious one. It is not in 
accordance with the prevailing usage of wA#jpwya in the New 
Testament, and it stretches the figure to an undue extent. 
Besides, where wAyjpeua has such an active sense, it is 
followed by the genitive of what it fills up, as mAnpépata 
kracparwv. How, then, would it read here—the filling up 
of Him who fills all in all? But if He fill all in all already, 
what addition can be made to this infinitude? Or, if the 
participle be passive—the filling up of Him who is filled as 
to all in all; then, if He be already filled, no other supplement 
is required. We are not warranted to use language as to the 
person of Christ, as if either absolute or relative imperfection 
marked it. According to this hypothesis also, that mystical 
body will be gradually growing, and will not be complete 
until the second coming. Moreover, in other parts of the 
New Testament, the word, when used in a religious sense, 
expresses not any fulness which passes from us to Christ, but, 
as we shall see in the next paragraph, that fulness which passes 


1 Hic vero, says Calvin, summus honor est Ecclesice, quod se Filius Dei quodam- 
modo imperfectum reputat, nisi nobis sit conjunctus. 

2 Beza says—Complementuin sive supplementum. Js enim est Christi amor ut 
quum omnia omnibus ad plenum prestet, tamen sese veluti mancum et membris 
mutilum caput existimet, nisi ecclesiam habeat sibi instar corporis adjunctam, 

3 Tlafewwo gua, rourteriv, olay zepaarh cangotiras sugde rot odunros’ die yee ravrwy prediv 
73 cin ocvvioraus nal vd Exdorov yense. “Oge miis adriv zowG réveav vencovra elodkyes. 
"Ay yheg uh Dye wordo} zoel 6 poly aslo, 6 Bb was, 652 LAA vs pobeos, ob rrneairas bAoy 7d odin, 
Ald w&vrow ody wAneadres 76 chen eebrot, Tore sangotrai 4 xeGarh, rors-védgioy Tuifue yiverc, 
Oreey dueod wcevris Gusy covaapesvor xu) ovyxexorAymivar. 
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from Christ to us. We need scarcely allude ‘to the view of 
Riickert, that wAjpopa is the means by which the wAnpodv 
is to be realized, or by which Christ fulfils all things—the 
means of His fulfilling the great destiny which has devolved 
_ upon Him of restoring the world to God. But ra mdvra can- 
not be restricted to the Divine plan of that redemption, which 
the church is Christ’s means of working out, neither can 
mr\ypopua signify means of fulfilment, nor does the verse 
contain any hint of universal restoration. Buitterly does Stier 
say, “ We venture to wish in truth and in love, that such an 
interpreter might learn to read the writing ere he interpret it.” 

2. The word, we apprehend, is rightly taken in a passive 
sense—that which is filled up. This is the view of Theodo- 
ret, Cocceius, Grotius, Réell, Wolf, Flatt, Cramer, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Matthies, De Wette, Meyer, Holzhausen, 
Stier, Alford, and Ellicott. This exegesis is certainly more 
in unison with the formation, and general use of the term in 
the New Testament, and with the present context. So 
TAnpoua is employed, Lucian, Rerum Hist. ii. 87, Ao dvo 
TANpoOpaTov éuayovro—they fought from two filled vessels ; 
and so, 38—-mévre yap etyov wAnpopara—the ship being*named 
wrAnp@pa from its full equipment. So the church is named 
wrAnpopa, or fulness, because it holds or contains the fulness 
of Christ. It is the filled-up receptacle of spiritual blessing, 
from Him, and thus it is His wAnpopa, for He ascended—iva 
TwAnp@on Ta Tavra. Again, Col. 1. 10—xai éote &y adt@ 
memAnpwuévor-—" in Him dwells all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily, and in Him ye are filled,”’—ye have become His 
mdynpeowa or fulness. John i. 16—“‘ Of His fulness have all 
we received, and so we become His fulness.” Believers are 
filled unto all the fulness of God—that fulness which dwells 
in Him, iii. 19. 

The rod which follows wAjpwpa I refer to Jesus; not to 
God, as do Theodoret, Koppe, Winer, Weitstein, Meier, 
Alford, Turner, and Stier. It is Jesus, the Head, who is 


1 Theodoret thus explains it—izxAuciev......meconydeeuot rod poly Xeirred oduc, rod di 
Theres wateapeoe ixatgurs phe abrhy ravrodandy yagioparev, x0) olxel ty abrh, mol Lumigirares 
nore viv seogyriziy govty. This interpretation is wrong in one particular, but it 
rightly explains raggnuc. 
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spoken of; the church is His body, and the next clause 
stands in apposition—““ which is also His fulness ’’— 

Ta wavTa év Traow TAnpoupévov. Td is not found in the 
Textus Receptus, but on the testimony of A, B, D, E, F, G, 
J, K—the majority of minuscules, &c., and the Greek fathers, 
it is rightly received into the text Many take mAnpoupévov 
as a passive, such as Chrysostom, Jerome,? Anselm, Wetstein, 
Winer, and Holzhausen. So the Vulgate reads adimpletur. 
Estius has a similar explanation, and also Bisping, who finds 
it a proof-text for the dogma of the merit of the saints. The 
exegesis of these critics almost necessitated such a view of 
the participle. The idea of Beza, adopted by Dickson, is 
better, viz., that the phrase is added to show that Jesus does 
not stand in need of this supplement—wt qui efficiat omnia in 
omnibus reveré. If the participle be taken as a passive form, 
the words ra wdvra év 7waot present a solecistic difficulty, and 
we are therefore inclined, with the majority of interpreters, to 
regard the participle as of the middle voice. Winer, § 38. 
Similar usage occurs in Xenophon,’ Plato,* and Pollux.6 The 
force of the middle voice is— who fills for himself,” all in 
all. The Gothic version has usfulljandins— filling”; and 
the Syriac also has the active. Holzhausen capriciously 
makes the phrase equivalent to das Hwige—the Eternal, that 
is, Christ carries in Himself the fulness of eternal blessings. 
Both nouns—zdvra and wa&cov—seem to be neuter, and are 
therefore to be taken in their broadest significance—“ who fills 
the universe with all blessings.” In Col. i. 16, ra wdvra is 
used as the appellation of the universe which the Son of God 
has created. 1 Cor. viii. 6; Eph. iii. 9. It narrows the sense 
of the idiom to give 7a@ot a masculine signification, and confine 
it, with Grotius, Matthies, and Stier, to members of the 
church—His body; or, with Michaelis, to give it the sense 
of—“ in all places;” or, with Harless and De Wette, to 
translate it— “in different ways and forms;” or, with 


1 Reiche Comment. Criticus in N. T., vol. ii. p. 144; Gottingre, 1859, 

? Sicut adimpletur imperator, si quotidie ejus augeatur exercitus, et flant nove 
provinci, et populorum multitudo succrescat, ita et Christus in eo quod sii credunt 
omnia—ipse adimpletur in omnibus. 

5 Hellen. 6, 2, 14. 4 Gorg. 493. 5 Onomast. 164-175. 
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Cramer, to intérpret it as meaning, that religious blessings: 
are no longer nationally restricted, but may be enjoyed by: 
all!! The preposition is instrumental, v. 18. Winer, § 48, 
2, d. The true meaning is—“ in all things,” as Fritzsche 
rightly maintains. Comment. in Rom., xi. 12. The idiom 
occurs, 1 Cor. xv. 28; 2 Cor. xi.6; 1 Tim. iii. 11; Tit. ii. 9. 
Macknight, preceded by Whitby, takes wavra as a masculine 
—who fills all his members with all blessings.” But why 
should the adjective dwindle in meaning? Why should 
ta wavra be less comprehensive here than the repeated 
indefinite wdvra of the preceding verse? On the one hand 
the. verse speaks nothing for the ubiquity of Christ’s body, 
nor does it bear such a reference to Gnostic philosophy and 
nomenclature as betokens a post-apostolical origin, as Baur 
conjectures. Ebrard, Christ. Dogmaitth, ii. p. 139; Martensen, 
do. § 176, &e. But see also Thomasius, Christ? Person und. 
Werk, vol. ti. § 45; Schmid, Die Dogmatik der Evang. Luth. 
Kirche, §§ 31, 32, 33. 

The church, then, is the 7Ajpwena—the glorious receptacle. 
of such spiritual blessings. And as. these are bestowed in 
no scanty or shrivelled dimensions—for the church is filled, 
so loaded and enriched, that it becomes fulness itself— 
and as that fulness is so vitally connected with its origin, 
it. is lovingly and. truly named. “the fulness of Christ.” 
The storehouse, “filled with the finest of the wheat,” is the 
farmer’s. fulness. The blessings which constitute this fulness, 
and warrant such a name to. the church—for they. fill. it to 
overflowing, “good measure, pressed down, shaken together, 
and. running over ’’—are those detailed in. the previous verses. 
of the chapter. “ All spiritual blessings,” the Divine purpose 
realizing itself in perfect holiness; filial character and preroga- 
tive; redemption rooting itself in the pardon of sin; grace. 
exhibited richly and without reserve; the sealing and earnest 
of the Spirit till the inheritance be fully enjoyed—the results. 
of the apostle’s prayer—Divine illumination; the knowledge 
and hope. of future blessedness, and of the depth and vastness 
of that Divine power by which the new life is given and sus- 
tained, union to Jesus as the Body with the Head, the source 
of vitality and protection—all these benefactions, conferred 
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upon the church and enjoyed by it, constitute it a filled 
church, and being so filled by Christ, it is aptly and emphati- 
cally called—His Fuuness. 

Aud the exalted goodness of the Mediator is not confined 
to filling the church. His benign influence extends through 
the universe—rda mdvra, a8 gathered together in Him. As 
al] ranks of unfallen beings are beneath Him, they receive: 
their means of happiness from Him; and as all things are 
beneath His feet, they share in the results of His Mediatorial 
reign. The Head of the church is at the same time Lord 
of the universe. While He fills the church fully with those 
blessings which have been won for it and are adapted to it, 
He also fills the universe with all such gifts as are appropriate 
to its welfare—gifts which it is now His exalted prerogative 
to bestow. . 


CHAP. II. 


Te apostle resumes the thought which he had broken off 
in ver. 20. He wished the Ephesian saints to know what 
was the exceeding greatness of God’s power toward those who 
believe—a species of power exemplified and pledged in the 
resurrection of Jesus. That power, he virtually intimates, 
you have experienced, for He who gave life to Jesus gave 
life to you, when you were dead in trespasses and sins. 

(Ver. 1.) Kal tpuas dvras vexpods trois maparTropace Kab 
Tais daptriaus— And you being dead in trespasses and sins.” 
We do not connect the words grammatically with ver. 20, 
and we hold it to be a loose interpretation which Calvin, 
Hyperius, Bloomfield, and Peile express, when they say that 
this verse is a special exemplification of the general act of 
Divine grace expressed in the last clause of the former chap- 
ter. The connection, as we have stated it, is more precise 
and definite, for it is the resumption of a previous train of 
thought. The verb which governs tuds is not taéra€er, 
nor é7Ajpwce mentally supplied, nor the wAnpoupévov of the 
preceding verse as is supposed by Calovius, Cramer, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, and Chandler, for “ filling” and death are not 
homogeneous ideas. The governing verb is cvve{worotnce 
in ver. 5, as Jerome and Cicumenius rightly affirm, though 
the former blames Paul for a loose construction there—conjune- 
tionem vero causalem arbitramur, aut ab indoctis scriptoribus 
additum et vitium inolevisse paulatim, aut ab ipso Paulo, qui 
erat wnperitus sermone sed non scientia superflue, usurpatam. 
The thought is again interrupted between ver. 1 and 4, as it 
had been between the previous ver. 20 and ver. 1 of this chapter. 
The apostle’s mind was eminently suggestive, influenced by 
powerful laws of mental association, and prone to interpolate 
subsidiary ideas—but he resumes by 5é in ver. 4. Bengel, 
Lachmann, and Harless separate the two chapters only by a 
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comma, but the sense is complete at the termination of the 
first chapter, and the xa/—giving emphasis, however, to the 
following judés—continues the discourse, signifying not “even,” 
but simply “ and.” . 

The MSS. B, D, E, F, G, &c. the Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, 
and Latin versions, with Jerome, Theodoret, and Ambrosi- 
aster, place duav at the end of the verse. MLachmann has 
received it into the text, so has Tischendorf in his seventh 
edition, with Hahn and Meyer. A has éav7@v, showing 
emendation at work. It is long since attempts were made to 
show a distinction between wapamTopara and dwapria. 
Augustine, in his twentieth question on Leviticus, says— 
Potest etiam vidert illud esse delictum, quod imprudenter, illud 
peccatum quod ab sciente committitur, Jerome says that the 
former is—gquasi initia peccatorum, and the latter—cum quid 
opere consummatum pervenit ad finem. These definitions are 
visionary and unsupported. On the other hand, Olshausen 
regards vaparT@para as denoting sinful actions, and duaprias 
as indicating more the sinful movements of the soul in inclina- 
tions and words. Meier, again, supposes the words to be 
synonymous, but yet to be distinguished—wie Handlung und 
Zustand—as action and condition. The opinion of Baum- 
garten-Crusius is akin. Bengel imagines that the first term 
had an emphatic reference to Jewish, and the last term to 
Gentile transgressions—an opinion in which Stier virtually 
concurs ; whjle Matthies characterizes vapamtToépata as spi- 
ritual errors and obscurations, and dwapriat as moral sins and 
faults. ‘Tittmann says that the first substantive refers to sin 
as if rashly committed, and is, therefore, a milder term than 
dpaptiat, which denotes a willing act. De Synonymis, &c. 
p-45. Lastly, Harless gives it as his view, that rapdmrTopa 
denotes the concrete lapse—the act, while the term dyuapriat, 
as the forcible plural of an abstract noun, signifies the mani- 
festations of sin, without distinguishing whether it be in 
word, deed, or any other form. Crocius, Calovius, Flatt, 
Meyer, and Riickert regard the two words as synonymous. 
(Ilapdmrrwpa has been explained under i. 7.) Perhaps while 
the first term refers to violations of God’s law as separate and 
repeated acts, the last, as De Wette supposes, may represent 


122 EPHESIANS II 1. 


all kinds of sin, all forms and developments of a sinful nature. 
Thus vrapanrépara, under the image of “ falling,” may carry 
an allusion to the desires of the flesh, open, gross, and palp- 
able, while duapriat, under the image of “ missing the mark,” 
may designate more the desires of the mind, sins of thought 
and idea, of purpose and inclination. Miller, Lehre von der 
Siinde, vol. i. p. 118; Buttmann, Leal. p. 79, ed. Fishlake ;: 
. Fritsche, in Rom. v.12. The two words in close connection: 
must denote sin of every species, forma, and manifestation, of 
intent as well as act, of resolve as well as execution, of. 
inner meditation as well as outer result. In Ps. xix. 13,. 
14, there. is apparently a contrast between the terms—the 
last being the stronger term—vaparrapara tls cuvnoe, and. 
then kadapicOjcopat amd dpwaptias weyddns. The. article 
before each of the nouns has, according to Olshausen 
and Stier, this force—-Sins, “which you are conscious of. 
having committed.” We prefer this emphasis—Sins, which 
are well known to have characterized your unconverted. 
state. . . . . 

In the corresponding passage in Col. ii. 13, év precedes the: 
substantives, and denotes the state or condition of death. Com- 
pare also, for the use and omission of éy in, a similar clause, 
Eph. ii. 15, with Col. ii, 14. Though that preposition be. 
wanting here, the meaning, in our apprehension, is not very 
different, as indeed is indicated by the phraseology of ver..2— 
“in which ye walked.” ‘The “trespasses and sins” do not. 
merely indicate the cause of death, as Zanchius, Meier, Elli- 
cott, and Harless maintain, but they are descriptive also of 
the state of death. They represent not simply the instru- 
ment, but at the same time the condition of death. The 
dative may signify sphere. Winer, 31-6; Donaldson, § 456. 
The very illustration used by Alford, “sick in a fever,” 
represents a condition, while it points to a cause. Sin has. 
killed men, and they remain in that dead state, which is a 
criminal one—éy«rAnua éyet, as adds Chrysostom, Quite 
foreign to the meaning of the context is the opinion of Cajetan 
and Barrington, who would render the phrase neither dead by 
nor dead 7 trespasses and sins, but dead to trespasses and 
sins. Appeals to clauses and modes of expression: in the: 
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epistle to the Romans are out of place here, the object of 
illustration being so different in the two epistles. Such a 
sense, moreover, would not harmonize with the vivification 
described in ver. 5. 

The participle évras points to their previous state— that 
state in which they were when God quickened them—and is 
repeated emphatically in ver. 5. The adjective vexpés is usually 
and rightly taken in a spiritual sense. 1. But Meyer contends 
for.a physical sense, as if it were equivalent to certo mortturt, 
and Bretschneider vaguely renders it by mort¢ obnoxti. This 
exegesis not only does violence to the terms, but it is plainly 
contradicted. by the past tense of the verb—ouve{worroince. 
The life was in the meantime enjoyed, and the death was 
already past. (The reader may consult what is said under 
i. 19.) . Meyer’s opinion is modified in his last edition, and 
he speaks now of eternal death—der ewige Tod. But this is. 
not the apostle’s meaning, for he refers to a past, not a future 
death. 2. Some, such as Koppe and Rosenmiiller, give the 
words a mere figurative meaning; wretched, miserable— 
misert, infelices. Such an idea is indeed involved in the 
word, but the exegesis does not express the full meaning, does 
not exhaust the term. The term, it is true, was often em- 
ployed both by the rabbinical! and classical writers* in a sense 
similar to its use before us. But the biblical. phrase is more. 
expressive than the om of the Jewish doctors, or the satirical 
epithets of Pythagorean or Platonic preceptors.? Without 
putting any polemical pressure on the phrase, we may regard 
it as spiritual death, not liability to death, but actual death—. 
véxpwats Wwuyixyn, as Theophylact. terms it. The epithet 
implies :. 1. Previous life, for death is but the cessation of life. 
The Spirit of life fled from Adam’s disobedient heart, and it 


1 Talmud, Berachoth, 8; Levi Gerson, Comment. in Pentat. p. 192; Schoettgen, 
Hore Hebraice, 1 Tim. v. 6; Pococke, Porta Afosis, p. 185. 
' 2 Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom. lib. v.; Arrian, Diss. 48; Epictet. Anton. 4, 41, 
: 8 Raphelius, Annotat. Philol. p. 469. Clement of Alexandria remarks, that in 
the barbaric philosophy, apostates were called dead vexgobe xadrotior robs Lxmerodyrag 
ray Joypdrav— Strom. v.p. 574. Jamblichus (De Vita Pythag. xxxiv.) says, that for 
rejected apostates a cenotaph was built by their former fellow-pupils. Origen, 
Contra Celsum, lib. iii. See also Brucker, Dissertat. Eaeget. én loc, in the Tempe 
Helvetica, ii, 58. 
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died in being severed from God. 2. It implies insensibility. 
The dead, which are as insusceptible as their kindred clay, 
can. be neither wooed nor won back to existence. The 
beauties of holiness do not attract man in his spiritual insensi- 
bility, nor do the miseries of hell deter him. God’s love, 
Christ’s sufferings, earnest conjurations by all that is tender 
and by all that is terrible, do not affect him. Alas! there 
are myriads of examples. 3. It implies inability. The 
corpse cannot raise itself from the tomb and come back to the 
scenes and society of the living world. The peal of the last 
trump alone can start it from its dark and dreamless sleep. © 
Inability characterizes fallen man. Nexpo/, says Photius, 
Scov mpos évépyeav ayaod twos. And this is not natural 
but moral inability, such inability as not only is no palliation, 
but even forms the very aggravation of his crime. He 
cannot, simply because he will not, and therefore he is justly 
responsible. Such being man’s natural state, the apostle 
characterizes it by one awful and terrific appellation—“ being 
dead in trespasses and sins.” : 

(Ver. 2.) ’Ev ais roré repieratjcare—“ In which ye once 
walked.” This use of the verb originated in the similar 
employment of the Hebrew +pq, especially in its hithpahel 
conjugation, in which it denotes “ course of life.” The als 
agrees in gender with the nearest antecedent—dpapriass, but 
refers, at the same time, to both substantives. Kiihner, 
§ 786,25; Matthiae, § 441, 2,c. The év marks out the sphere 
or walk which they usually and continually trod, for in this 
sleep of death there is a strange somnambulism. Col. iii. 7. 
The figure in seperareiv has been supposed to disappear and 
leave only the general sense of vivere, as Fritzsche maintains 
on Rom. xiii. 12, yet the idea of something more than mere 
existence seems to be preserved. It is life, not in itself, but 
in its manifestations. Thus living and walking are placed in 
logical connection—*svevpari mepiraretre is different plainly 
from G@pev mvetpart. Gal. v. 16, 25. Though there was 
spiritual death, there was yet activity in a circuit of sin, for 
physical incapacity and intellectual energy were not impaired. 
Yea, “the dead,” unconscious of their spiritual mortality, 
often place up, as their motto of a lower life—“ Dum vivimus, 
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vivamus.””! But this sad period of death-walking was past— 
mworé. Their previous conduct is next described as being— 
Kata Tov aidva Tod Kécpov TovTov—“ according to the 
course of this world ’—xard, as usual, expressing conformity. 
Semler, Beausobre, Brucker, Michaelis, and Baur (Paulus, p. 
433) take the aidv as.a Gnostic term, and as all but identical 
with the Being described in the following clauses—the evil 
genius of the world. Such’a sense is non-biblical and very 
unlikely, yea rather, impossible. Others, such as Estius, ~ 
Koppe, and Flatt, regard aiov and cécpos as synonymous, 
and understand the phrase as a species of pleonasm. The 
translation of the Syriac is alliterative— Wo loss: 
OZQsON\— “the worldliness of this world,” or the 
“secularity of this seculum.” But the aiey defines some 
quality, element, or character of the xécpos. It is a rash 
and useless disturbance of the phraseology which Riickert 
on the one hand suggests—xara Tov aidva TovToyv Tov Koo~- 
pov ; or which is proposed by Bretschneider on the other 
—0o Kocpos Tod aidvos Todrov, meaning—homines pravi, ut 
nunc sunt. Aiwy sometimes signifies in the New Testament 
-—— “this or the present time ’’—certain aspects underlying it. 
Gal. i. 4. Anselm and Beza would render it simply —the 
men of the present generation;”’ but in the connection before us 
it seems to denote mores, vivendt ratio—not simply, however, 
external manifestations of character, but, as Harless argues, 
the inner principle which regulates it— Weltleben tn getstiger, 
ethischer Beziehung— world-life in a spiritual, ethical rela- 
tion.” It is its “ course,” viewed not so much as composed 
of a series of superficial manifestations, but in the moving 
principles which give it shape and distinction. It is, in short, 
nearly tantamount to what is called in popular modern phrase, 
“the spirit of the age” —riv mapodcav Sony, as 'Theodoret 
explains it. The word has not essentially, and in itself, a bad 
sense, though the context plainly and frequently gives it one. . 
Keéapos, especially as here, and followed by odros, means the 
world as fallen away from God—unholy and opposed to God. 
John xii. 81, xviii. 36; 1 Cor. i. 20, 111,19, v.10; Gal. iv. 3. 


1 Mori vero in peccatis, est peccatis vivere.”—Rollock, in loc. 
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None of the terms has a bad meaning in or by itself; nor does 
the apostle here add any epithet to point out their wickedness, 
But this use of the simple words shows his opinion of the 
world, and he condemns it by his simple mention of it, while 
the demonstrative odros confines the special reference to the 
time then current. The meaning therefore is, that the Ephe- 
sians, in the period of their irregeneracy, had lived, not 
generally like other men of unholy heart, but specifically like 
the contemporaneous world around them, and in the practice of 

such vices and follies as gave hue and character to their own 
era. They did not pursue indulgences fashionable at a former 
epoch, but now obsolete and forgotten. Theirs were not the 
idolatries and impurities of other centuries. _No; they lived 
as the age on all sides of them lived~-in its popular and 
universal errors and delusions; they walked in entire con- 
formity to the reigning sins of the times. 

The world and the church are now tacitly brought into 
contrast as antagonistic societies; and as the churcli has its 
own exalted and glorious Head, so the world is under the 
control of an active and powerful master, thus characterized— 

Kard tov dpyovra ths éEovolas tod dépos—* According to 
the prince of the power of the air” —xard being emphatically _ 
repeated. The prince of darkness is not only called dpyev, 
but 6 eds Tod aidvos TovTou, 2 Cor. iv. 4; and his é£ouvcda is 
mentioned Acts xxvi. 18. Again, he is styled 6 dpyav Tod 
xoopov rovrov. John xii. Bl, xiv. 30, xvi. 11. His princi- 
pality is spoiled, Col. 11. 15, and Jesus came to destroy his 
works. 1 John iii. 8. Believers are freed from his power. 
1 John v. 18; Col. i. 13. The language here is unusual, 
and therefore difficult of apprehension, and the modes of 
explanation are numerous, as might be expected. 

Flatt is inclined to take é£ove/as in apposition with dpyovra 
—qui est princeps, or, as Clarius and Rosenmiiller render it— 
princeps potentissimus. ‘There is no occasion to resort to this 
syntactic violence. "Efovcia does not seem to signify simply 
“ might,” as Chrysostom, Jerome, Theodoret, and Theophylact 
hold; but it is rather a term describing the empire of spirits 
over whom Satan presides—spirits, so called, either as pos- 
sessed of power,.as Riickert and Harless think, or rather, 
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because they collectively form the principality of Satan, as 
Zanchius and Baumgarten-Crusius imagine—a meaning which 
nouns similarly formed, as SovAeia, cuppayia, frequently have. 
Bernhardy, p. 47. Such passages as Luke xxii. 53 and Col. 
i. 18 show that the opinion which joins both views is justified 
by biblical usage. 

’Asjp does not denote that which the dtovela commands or 
controls, as Erasmus, Beza, Flacius, and Piscator suppose, but 
it points out the seat or place of dominion; not, however, in 
the sense of Robinson, von Gerlach, Barnes, and Doddridge. 
Holzhausen propounds the novel interpretation, that the 
apostle understands by the “power of the air”’—die hedd- 
nische Gotterwelt, “the heathen world of gods." That dip of 
itself should signify darkness, is an opinion which cannot be 
sustained. Heinsius,' Estius, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, Bisping, 
and Hodge identify the term with oxéros, in ver. 12 of the 
6th chapter, or in Col.i. 13. The passages adduced from the 
ancient writers, such as Homer,? Hesiod, and Plutarch, in 
support of this rendering, can scarcely be appealed to for the 
usage of the term in the days of the apostle. The word ina 
feminine form signified fog or haze, and is derived from dw, 
dnut—“ I. breathe or blow,” and is used in opposition to a@yjp 

— the clear upper air;’’ and it has been conjectured that. 
the original meaning of the term may have suggested its use 
to the apostle in the. clause before us. 

But more specially, 1. Some of the Greek fathers take the 
genitive as a noun of quality—“ prince of the aerial powers” 
—do@paror Suvdpers. Thus Chrysostom —Tobro TaN onat 
Ste Tov bTrovpaviov exet TOTrOD, Kat mvebpata Tddw dépia at 
dc@pator Suvdpes eiciv avtod évepyotvros— Again he says 
this, that Satan possesses the sub-celestial places, and again, 
that the aerial spirits are bodiless powers, under his cperation.” 
(Ecumenius quaintly reasons of this mysterious dpywy, “ that 
his dpyn is under heaven, and not above it; and if under 
heaven, it must be either on earth or in the air. Being a 
spirit, it is in the air, for they have an aerial nature.” With 
more exactness, Cajetan describes this host as having subtle 


1 Exercitat. sac. p, 459. ? Damm, Lexicon, sub voce; Buttmann, Leailogus, do. 
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corpus nostris sensibus tgnotum, corpus simples ac incorruptibile. 
Ignatius, in his epistle to the Ephesians, refers also to the 
déptov mvevparov. The opinion of Harless is much the same 
as that of Olshausen—“ These evil powers are certainly not 
earthly, and as certainly they are not heavenly,” and they are 
therefore named. by an epithet which defines neither the one nor 
_ the other quality. This is substantially the interpretation of 
(CEcumenius, of Hahn, and of Hofmann, Schriftd. p. 455. The 
interpretation of Moses Stuart is virtually identical,’ and the 
notion of Stier is not altogether different, but it is somewhat 
mystically expressed. The view of a-Lapide and Calixtus, 
that those “aerial’’ imps could and did raise storms and 
hurricanes, is as puerile on the one side, as that of Calvin and 
Beza is vaguely figurative on the other—that man is in as 
great and constant danger from those fiends, as if they actually 
inhabited the air. Thomas ‘Aquinas and Erasmus take “ air” 
by a metonymy as meaning earth and air together, or the earth 
surrounded by the air—an opinion connected with the reading 
of F, G—dépos rodvrov—and of the Vulgate, aeris hujus. Others, 
not satisfied with these fanciful opinions, give the epithet 
“aerial” a figurative signification. So Rieger alleges, that 
the power of these evil spirits resembles that of the atmosphere 
—swift, mighty, and invisible. Cocceius also takes the term 
metaphorically, as if it described that darkness, blindness, and 
danger on “ slippery places,” which Satan inilicts on wicked 
men. Bucer says indeed, that the apostle describes the air 
as the habitation of fallen and wicked spirits—ex peculiart 
revelatione. But, 2. There are others who argue, that the 
apostle borrowed the notion either from the Pythagorean or 
Gnostic demonology. Wetstein affirms—FPaulus tia loquitur, 
ex principtis philosophic Pythagoree, quibus ili ad quos scribit 
imbutt erant. ‘The Pythagorean philosophy, it is true, had 
opinions not unlike that supposed to be expressed by the 
apostle. Plutarch says—draOpov dépa xat tov bmoupdviov 
dvta Kal Oedv Kat Satpovev peotov.2 Diogenes Laertius 
records, that according to Pythagoras, the air was full of 
1 Bibliotheca Sacra, 1843, p. 140; Maimonides, Aforeh Nevochim. iii. c. 51; Bux- 


torf, Lexic. Talmud. sub voce, xD. 
2 Quest. Rom. i. p. 274, also in his De [side et Osiride, p. 861. 
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spirits—dvra tov dépa yruyav Euwdeov. Apuleius, Maximus 
Tyrius, Manilius, Chalcidius, and others, make similar avowals, 
as may be found at length in the quotations adduced by Wet- 
stein, Elsner,’ and Dougteus.? The same sentiments are also 
found in Philo, in his treatises De Gigantibus? and De Plan- 
tatione.* Nay, Augustine held that the demons were penally 
confined to the air—damnatum ad aerem tanquam ad carcerem. 
Comment. on Ps. exliii. And Boyd (Bodius), as if dreaming 
of a Scottish fairy-land, thinks that the devil got the princi- 
pality of the air from its connection with us, who live partly 
on earth and partly in air, and that his relation to sinful man 
is seen in his union with that element which is so essential to 
human life. But is it at all likely that the inspired apostle 
gave currency to the tenets of a vain philosophy—to the 
dreams and delusions of fantastic speculation? Besides, there 
is no polemicak tendency in this epistle, and there was no 
motive to such doctrinal accommodation. Gnosticism is 
always refuted, not flattered, by the apostle of the Gentiles. 
3. Others, again, such as Meyer and Conybeare, suppose that 
the language of the rabbinical schools is here employed. 
Harless has carefully shown the falsity of such a hypothesis. 
A passage in Rabbi Bechai, in Penta. p. 90, has been often 
quoted, but the Rabbi says—‘“ The demons which excite 
dreams dwell in the air, but those which tempt to evil inhabit 
the depths of the sea,” whereas these submarine fiends are the 
‘very class which the apostle terms the principality of the air. 
Some of the other quotations adduced from the same sources 
are based upon the idea that angels are furnished with wings, 
with which, of course, they flutter in the atmosphere, as they 
approach, or leave, or hasten through our world. Sciendum, 
says the Munus Novum, as quoted by Drusius, a terré usque 
ad expansum omnia plena esse turmis et preefectis, omnesque 
stare et volitare in aere. ‘These notions are so puerile, that 
the apostle could not for a moment have made them the basis 
of his language. The other six places in which dip occurs 


1 Observat, p. 206. 2 Analecta, p. 127. 
3 Opera, cura Pfeiffer, ii. p. 359. 4 Do. iii. p. 93. 

5 Kisenmenger, Hntdecktes Juden. p. 437. 

6 Bartolocci, i. p. 320. Testament. xii. Patr. p. 729. 
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throw no light on this passage, as it is there used in its 
ordinary physical acceptation. 

In none of these various opinions can we fully acquiesce. 
That the physical atmosphere is in any sense the abode of 
demons, or is in any way allied to their essential nature, 
appears to us to be a strange statement. When fiends move 
from place to place, they need not make the atmosphere the 
chief medium of transition, for many of the subtler fluids of 
nature are not restricted to such a conductor, but penetrate the 
harder forms of matter as an ordinary pathway. ‘There is 
certainly no scriptural hint that demons are either compelled 
to confinement in the air as a prison, or that they have chosen 
it as a congenial abode, either in harmony with their own 
nature, or as a spot adapted to ambush and attack upon men, 
into whose spirit they may creep with as much secrecy and 
subtlety as a poisonous miasma steals into their lungg during 
their necessary and unguarded respiration. We think, there- 
fore, that the djp and xéopos must correspond in relation. 
Just as there is an atmosphere round the physical globe, so 
an dap envelopes this xocpuos. Now, the xdcpos is a spiritual 
world—the region of sinful desires—the sphere in which live 
and move all the ungodly. We often use similar phraseology 
when we say “the gay world,” “the musical world,” “ the . 
literary world,” or “ the religious world ;” and each of these 
expressive phrases is easily understood. So the xéapos of the 
New Testament is opposed to God, for it hates Christianity ; 
the believer does not belong to it, for it is crucified to him and 
he toit. That same world may be an ideal sphere, comprehend- 
ing all that is sinful in thought and pursuit—a region on the 
actual physical globe, but without geographical boundary—all 
that out-field which lies beyond the living church of Christ. 
And, like the material globe, this world of death-walkers has 
its own atmosphere, corresponding to it in character—an atmo- 
sphere in which it breathes and moves. All that animates it, 
gives it community of sentiment, contributes to sustain its life 
in death, and enables it to breathe and be, may be termed its 
atmosphere. Such an air or atmosphere belting a death-world, 


But see Cudworth. Zniellectual System, vol. ii. p. 664, ed. Lond. 1845. 
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whose inhabitants are vexpol roils raparTa@pace Kab Tals dpap- 
tlats, is really Satan’s seat. His chosen abode is the dark nebu- 
lous zone which canopies such a region of spiritual mortality, 
close upon its inhabitants, ever near and ever active, unseen 
and yet real, unfelt and yet mighty, giving to the xécpos 
that “form and pressure’’—that aiédv—which the apostle here 
describes as its characteristic element. If this interpretation 
be reckoned too ingenious—and interpretations are generally 
false in proportion to their ingenuity—then we can only say, 
that either the apostle used current language which did not 
convey error, as Satan is called Beelzebub without reference 
to the meaning of the term— Lord of flies;” or that he 
meant to convey the idea of what Ellicott calls “ near propin- 
quity,” for air is nigh the earth; or that he embodies in the 
clause some allusions which he may have more fully explained 
during his abode at Ephesus. 

In their trespasses and sins they walked—xara—“according 
to’’ the prince of the power of the air. This preposition used 
in reference to a person, as here, signifies “according to the 
will,” or “conformably to the example.” This dark prince- 
dom is further identified as— 

TOD TvevpaTos TOD viv évepyodvTos év ToIS Viols THs aireOeias 
—of the spirit which now worketh in the children of dis- 
obedience.” The connection with the preceding clause is 
somewhat difficult of explanation. Flatt supposes it, though it 
is in the genitive, to be in apposition to the accusative dpyovra. 
So, apparently, Ambyosiaster, who has the translation—spir7- 
tum. Bullinger cuts the knot by rendering—qud est sptritus, and 
so Luther by his—nemlich nach dem Greist. Others, as Piscator, 
Crocius, Riickert, and De Wette, suppose a deviation from the 
right construction in the use of the genitive for the accusa- 
tive. Some, again, take mvevparos in a collective sense, as 
Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, and Holzhausen. Governed by 
d&pyovra, the meaning would then be—‘“‘ the prince of that 
spirit-world,” the members of which work in the children of 
disobedience. Winer, § 67, 8. Meier and Ellicott take avev- 
paros as governed by dpyovra, and they understand by mvedyua 
that spirit or disposition which reigns in worldly and ungodly 
men, of which Satan may be considered the master. Meyer, 
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adopting the same construction, defines wvedua as a principle 
emanating from Satan as its lord, and working inmen. Har- 
less, Olshausen, Matthies, and Stier take the word in apposition 
with é£ouvclas, and governed by dpyovra, and suppose it to 
mean that influence which Satan exercises over the disobedient; 
or, as Harless names it—wirksame teuflische Versuchung— 
“actual devilish temptation ;”’ or, as Stier characterizes it— 
ein verfinsternde tédtende inspiration—a darkening and killing 
inspiration.” But how does this view harmonize with. the 
phraseology ? Surely an influence, or principle, or inspiration 
is not exactly in unison with dpyev. We cannot well say— 
prince of an influence or disposition. We would, therefore, 
take mvetparos in apposition with é£ovcias, but refer it to the 
essential nature of the éfouvcla. It-is a spiritual kingdom 
which the devil governs, an empire of spirits over which he 
presides. And the singular is used with emphasis. The 
entire objective é£ove/a, no matter what are its numbers and 
varied ranks, acts as one spirit on the children of disobedience, 
is thought of as one spirit, in perfect unity of operation and pur- 
pose with its malignant dpywv. Nay, the prince and all his 
powers are so combined, so identified in essence and aim, that 
to a terrified and enslaved world they stand out as one wvedua, 
In Luke iv. 33. occurs the phrase—vebua Saipoviou axa~ 
Oéprov. This “spirit” is in its subjective form called 76 
avedpa Tod Koopou. 1 Cor, ii. 12. And it is a busy spirit-world 
—Tod vuv évepyoovros. 

"AsreiGeva is not specially unbelief of the gospel, as Luther, 
Bengel, Scholz, and Harless suppose, but disobedience, as the 
Syriac renders it. It characterizes the world not as in direct 
antagonism to the gospel, but as it is by nature—hostile to the 
will and government of God, and daringly and wantonly vio- 
lating that law which is written in their hearts. Deut. ix. 23, 
24; Heb. iv. 6. The phrase vio? ris amevelas is a species of 
Hebraism, and is found v. 6; Col. iii. 6, &. Compare Rom. 
ii. 16, and Fritzsche’s remarks on it. The idiom shows the 
close relation and dependence of the two substantives. As its 
“children,” they have their inner being and its sustenance from 
“ disobedience;” or, as Winer says, they are “ those in which 
disobedience has become a predominant and second nature,”’ 
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§ 84,8, b. 2. The adverb viv denotes “at the present time” 
—the spirit which at the present moment is working in the 
disobedient. Meier, not Meyer as Olshauzen quotes, gives 
the adverb this peculiar but faulty reference—“ The spirit 
which yet reigns, though the gospel be powerfully counter- 
working it;” and Olshausen as baselessly supposes it to mark 
that the working of the devil is restricted, in contrast to the 
eternal working of the Holy Ghost. The viv appears to stand 
in contrast to the woré— Ye, the readers of this epistle, were 
once in such a condition, and those whom you left behind 
when you became the children of God, are in the same condi- 
tion still.” There is, accordingly, no reason to render the 
word nunc mawime, as if, as Stier argues, there was more than 
usual energy on the part of Satan. As little ground have 
Riickert and Holzhausen to suppose, that the clause denotes 
some extraordinary manifestation of evil influence. The verse 
is but a vivid description of the usual condition of the uncon- 
verted and disobedient world. The world and the church are 
thus marked in distinct and telling contrast. The church has 
its head—xehary ; the world has its—dpywv. That Head is 
a man, allied by blood to the community over which He pre- 
sides; that other prince is an unembodied spirit—an alien as 
well as a usurper. The one so blesses the church that it 
becomes His “ fulness,” the other sheds darkness and distress 
all around him. The one has His Spirit dwelling in the 
church, leading it to holiness; the other, himself the dark- 
est, most malignant, and unlovely being in the universe, 
exercises a subtle and debasing influence over the minds of 
his vassals, who are “children of disobedience.”’ Matt. xiii. 
38; John viii. 44; Acts xxvi. 18; 2 Cor.iv. 4. The apostle 
honestly describes their former spiritual state, for he adds— 
including himself—ourrdrres xat éavrdv-—~as Theodoret says— 

(Ver. 3.) "Ev ofs cal jyweis mdvres dvertpddnuév rote éyv— 
“ Among whom also we all had our conversation once in—.” 
The ois does not refer to rapamTwuact, as is supposed by 
the paraphrase of the Syriac version, and as is imagined by 
Jerome, Hstius, Cocceius, Koppe, Baumgarten, and Stier; but 
it agrees with viofs, as is argued by De Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Meyer, Harless, Meier, Matthies, and Riickert. The 
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first év refers to persons, “among whom” as a portion of 
them ; and the second, in immediate connection with the verb, 
to things. It appears altogether too refined to suppose, with 
Stier, that in ver. 2, and in connection with the duapria: of 
ver. 1, the apostle refers to the heathen world, and that in 
this verse, and in connection with aapdm7wya, he character- 
izes the Jewish world. Least of all can the change from 
“vou” to “we’’ vindicate sucha meaning. We wait till the 
apostle, in a subsequent verse, makes the distinction himself. 
The sels wdvres is—we all, Jew and Gentile alike. See 
also Rom. iv. 16, viii. 82; 1 Cor. xii. 13; 2 Cor. it. 18. 
There is not in this section such a characteristic definition of 
sins, as should warrant us to refer the one verse to Jews, and 
the other to Gentiles. We cannot accede to such a view, 
though it is advocated by Harless and Olshausen, and almost 
all the modern commentators, with the exception of De Wette ; 
advocated, too, in former times by no less names than Pela- 
gius and Calvin, Zanchius and Grotius, Clarius and Bengel. 
As much ground is there for Hammond’s strange idea, that 
the Christians of Rome are here described. Nor is there in 
the verse any feature of criminality, such as should lead us 
to say that the apostle classes himself among these sinners, 
simply, as some would have it, by a common figure of speech. 
There is nothing here of which the apostle does not accuse 
himself in other places. 1 Tim. 1. 13, 

dveotpadnpév mote. 2 Cor. i. 12; Gal. i. 13; 1 Tim. iii, 
15. This has much the same meaning with the similar 
terms of the preceding verse, perhaps with the additional idea 
of greater attachment to the scene or haunt; speciosius quam 
ambulare, says Bengel. All we—all of us—Jew and Gentile, 
were once so distinguished. For we walked— 

év rais émi@upiats tis capKos Awav— in the lusts of our 
flesh.” This clause marks out the sphere of activity. Ydpé 
signifies man’s fallen and corrupted nature, in its antagonism 
to the Spirit of God, and it probably has received such a 
name because of its servitude to what is material and sensuous. 
Not that we at all espouse the notion that sin has no other 
origin than sensuousness, or that. it is but the predominance 
of sensuous impulse over the intellect and will. This theory 
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befriended in some of its aspects by Kant and Schleiermacher, 
has been overthrown with able argument by Miiller; and the 
reply of De Wette, who had also adopted it, is a failure as a 
defence. But though cdpé, in apostolic language, include the 
will, and have a meaning which neither cdpa nor xpéas has, 
the question still recurs, How has our whole nature come to 
be represented by a term which truly and properly denotes 
only one part of it? Delitzsch, Bib. Psychologie, p. 325. 
dp does sometimes stand in opposition to the human mvedpa, 
as 1 Cor. v. 5; Col. ii. 5; but in such places its meaning is 
restricted by the antithesis. Gen. vi. 38. If what properly 
signifies a portion of our nature come to signify the whole of 
it under a certain aspect, there must be some connection. 
What is material, as odp£ naturally is, may represent what is 
external and so far unspiritual; while what is non-spiritual is 
sinful, as being’ opposed to the Spirit of God. See Ebrard, 
Christliche Dogmatik, § 323, vol. i., p. 463; Messner, Die 
Lehre der Apostel, p. 207. "EsrvOuyla in such a connection, 
has a stigma upon it, for it represents desires or appetites 
which are irregular and sinful—such inclinations as are 
formed and pursued by unregenerate humanity. The spiri- 
tual life is dead, and therefore the odp£ is unchecked in all 
its impulses and desires. And the apostle adds— 

motoovTes Ta Oedjpatra Ths capKds Kal Trav Siavorav— 
“doing the desires of the flesh and of the thoughts.’ The 
principal differences of interpretation respect the word Scavoldr, 
which has a good sense in the classics. The exegesis of the 
Greek fathers is too vague. Chrysostom sums up the meaning . 
by saying—rouréotiv, oddév mvevpatixdy dpovodvtes. Stier 
denies that by capxds and Siavoidy different species of sin 
are indicated, but adds that the last term refers to reasons or 
arguments—denkeret—which check or guide the flesh in its 
sinful propensities. The view of Bengel is coincident. This 
interpretation does not bring out the distinction between the 
two terms—a distinction which the article before each seems 
to intimate. The exegesis of Flatt is his usual hendiadys: 
“flesh and thoughts” stands for fleshly thoughts; or, as 
Crellius also latinizes it—cogitationes carnales. Some under- 
stand by the terms “ depraved fancies,” as Hase; others, like 
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Olshausen, “ sinful thoughts, which have no sensual lust for 
their basis; and others, like Harless, “ unresolute, shifting 
thoughts, which determine the will.” Rtickert and. Meier 
make it “immoral thoughts.” Avavolas in the plural is 
found only here, and in the.singular it stands often in the 
Septuagint for the Hebrew ». In the plural, as if for dva- 
jpara it apparently denotes- thoughts or sentiments, ideal 
fancies and resolves. See Numb. xv. 39; Is.lv. 9. Zdpf 
in the first clause may signify humanity as it is fallen and 
debased by sin; while here the meaning is more defined and 
restricted to our fleshly nature. The general “conversation ” 
of disobedient men may be said to be “in the lusts of the 
flesh,” but when their positive activity is described—srotodpres, 
and when these éifupias become actually Oedr7jwara—when 
inclinations become resolves, a distinction at once arisés, and 
sins of a grosser are marked out from those of a more spiritual 
nature. Such is the view of Jerome. The “ desires of the 
flesh” are those grosser gratifications of appetite which are 
palpable and easily recognized; and the “desires of the 
thoughts,” those mental trespasses which may or may not be 
connected with sensuous indulgences. Matt. xv. 19; Luke 
xi. 17. Our Lord has exposed such “thoughts” as violations 
of the Divine law. The cdp£ is one, all its appetences are 
like; but the word S:avoias is plural, for it describes what is 
complex and multiform. See cod/as, Aristoph. Rane, v. 688 ; 
and Sapzentie, Cicero, Tuse. 11.18. Thought follows thought, 
as the shadows flit across the field on a cloudy summer day. 
Men may scorn intemperance as a degrading vice, and shun it, 
and yet cherish within them pride high as Lucifer’s, and 
wrath foul and fierce as Tophet. Under the single head of 
odp& (Gal. v. 19, 20) the apostle includes both classes of sins 
—‘ hatred, variance, emulation, wrath, strife, seditions, here- 
sies,” as well as “ adultery, fornication, murder, drunkenness, 
and revellings.” The‘ historian Polybius describes men 
sinning, as many of them, 6a ri ddoyoriav—from want of 
thought, as dia tHv dvow, by nature. Lib. xvii. cap. viii. 
apud Raphel. But there is an awful and additional clause— 
Kat Huev téxva hioer dpyis— and we were by nature 
children of wrath.” This common reading is retained by 
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Tischendorf, followed by Riickert. Lachmann, however, 
after A, D, H, F, G, J, has dice: téxva dpyfs. But there 
appearg no good ground for departing from the order of the 
Textus Receptus, the changed order wearing the aspect of an 
emendation. ’Opyy is not simply “ punishment,” but that 
just indignation which embodies itself in punishment. ‘The 
word is often so used in the New Testament. Téxva dpyijs 
resembles the previous viol tis dmeOeias, but implying, as 
Alford says, “closer relation.” That phrase does not denote, 
liable to disobedience, but involved in it; and therefore réxva 
opyfis does not signify—liable to wrath,.but actually under it. 
‘Thus, Deut. xxv. 2, riz a—a son of stripes—not liable to be 
scourged, but actually scourged. The idiom, then, does not 
mean “ worthy of wrath,” as the Greek fathers, when they 
render it dpyis d&voz, and as Grotius, Koppe, Baumgarten, and 
others have understood it; but it describes a present and 
actual condition. The awful wrath of God is upon sinners, for 
sin is so contrary to His nature and law, that His pure anger 
is kindled against it. Nor is this dpy7 to be explained away 
after the example of the early Fathers, as if it were simply 
chastisement, xdAacus—not judicial infliction, but benignant 
castigation ; for as Alford well says—then the phrase would, 
from its nature, imply that they had been “actually punished.” 
’Opy7 is God’s holy anger against sin, which leads Him justly 
to punish it. Rom.i.18. But God’s manifestation of wrath is 
not inconsistent with His manifestation of love; for, to repeat 
the oft-quoted words of Lactantius—S? Deus non irascitur 
imptis et injustis, nec pios justosque diligit. 

The apostle says further, réxva pdoes—* children by nature;” 
the dative, as Madvig says, defining “ the side, aspect, regard, 
or property on and in which the predicate shows itself,” § 40. 
See also Phrynichus ed-Lobeck, p. 688; Kiihner, 585; Am- 
merk. 1. W®vou— nature ””—in such an idiom, signifies 
what is essental as opposed to what is accidental, what is 
innate in contrast with what is acquired ; as Harless puts the 
antithesis—das Gewordene im Gegensatz zum Gemachten, This 
is its general sense, whatever its specific application. Thus 
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—dappdxov Picts! is the nature of a drug, its colour, growth, 
and potency. vows rod Avyirrov* is the nature of the land 
of Egypt—a phrase referring to no artificial peculiarity, but to 
results which follow from its physical conformation. It stands 
opposed to vouos or dvdryxn, as marking what is spontaneous, 
in contrast to what is enjoined or is inevitable. ‘Thus Plato, 
De. Leg. lib. x.—Some say that the gods are od dice adrd 
tiat vowos. Again, the noun is often used in the dative, or 
in the accusative with card or wapd, in descriptions of condi- 
tion or action, and then its signification is still the same: 
dices tuprds—“ blind by nature,” not by disease;> rov dices 
dopAov—“‘ the slave by nature,” that is, from birth, and not 
by subjugation ;* of dices moddusoc— warriors by nature,” 
by constitutional tendency, and not by force of circumstances.® 
And so in such phrases as, cara diow—“ agreeably to nature,” 
not simply to education or habit; mapa dvow—contrary not 
to mere conventional propriety, but to general or ordinary 
instinctive development; thus—o xara gvow vids— the 
natural,” not the adopted “son.” The usage is similar in 
the Hellenistic writers. Wisdom vil. 20, dices fowv— the 
natures of animals,” not the habits induced by training. 
Dice mdvres cio piravrou—“all are by nature,’ not by 
training, “ self-lovers.”° ices movnpos dv.—* being evil by 
nature,’ and not simply by education. So also in the same 
author—of the constitutional clemency of the Pharisees— 
duo émieixas éyovoew® Likewise in Philo, eipnvaior pices 
—‘‘ peaceful by nature,” not from compulsion ;° and in many 
other places, some of which have been collected by Loesner. 
The usage of the New Testament is not different. Save 
where in James iii. 7 and 2 Pet. i. 4, the word has a significa- 
tion peculiar to these passages; in all the rest, the meaning 
is the same with that we have traced through classical and 
Hellenistic literature. If the term characterize the branches 
of a tree, those which it produces are contrasted with such as 
are engrafted (Rom. xi. 21-24); if it describe action or 


1 Odyss. x. 303. 2 Herodot. ii. 5. 
3 Aristot. Nicomach. iii. 7, 5 Mlian, Varia Hist. iii. 22. 7 Joseph. Antig. xi. 2,2. 
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character, it marks its harmony with or its opposition to 
instinctive feeling or sense of obligation (Rom. i. 26, ii. 14; 
1 Cor. xi. 14); if it point out nationality, it is that of descent 
or blood. Rom. ii. 27; Gal. it. 15. See Fritzsche on the 
references to Romans. And when the apostle (Gal. iv. 8) 
speaks of idols as being @ivce: “ not gods,” he means that 
idols become objects of worship from no inherent claim or 
quality, but simply by “art and man’s device.” And so “we 
are children of wrath,” not accidentally, not by a fortuitous 
combination of circumstances, not even by individual sin and 
actual transgression, but “by nature ’’—by an exposure which 
preceded personal disobedience, and was not first created by it; 
an exposure which is inherent, hereditary, and common to all - 
the race by the very condition of its present existence, for 
they are “so born” children of wrath. For, d¥ovs does not 
refer to developed character, but to its hidden and instinctive 
sources. We are therefore not atomically, but organically 
children of wrath ; not each simply by personal guilt, but the 
entire race as a whole; not on account of nature, but by 
nature. Wholly contrary, therefore, to usage and philology 
is the translation of the Syriac Ay LAW —vplene; that of Theo- 
phylact, icumenius, and Cyril, din Oas or yunoiws—* really ” 
or “truly ;” that of Julian, prorsus, and that even of Suidas 
—a constant and very bad disposition and long and evil 
habits "—dAXra Tiv Eupovov Kal kaxiotny Sidbeow nal ypoviav 
Kal trovnpay ovynbeay, for on the contrary, dicts and cuv7- 
Oeva are placed by the Greek ethical writers in contrast. 
Harless adduces apt quotations from Plutarch and Aristotle. 
Pelagius, as may be expected, thus guards his exegesis—Mos 
paterne traditions consuetudo possederat, ut omnes ad damna- 
tionem nasct VIDEREMUR. Erasmus, Bengel, Koppe, Morus, 
Flatt, De Wette, Reiche, and others, take the word as descrip- 
tive of the state of the Ephesian converts prior to their con- 
version, or, as Bengel phrases it—cttra gratiam Dei in Christo. 
But, as Meyer observes, the status naturalis is depicted in the 
whole description, and not merely by ¢éce. Such an inter- 
pretation is also unsatisfactory, for it leaves untouched the 
real meaning of the word under dispute. ‘That the term may 
signify that second nature which springs from habit, we deny 
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not. Natura had such a sense among the Latins!—gquod con- 
suetudo in naturam vertit—but in many places where it may 
bear this meaning, it still implies that the habit is in accord- 
ance with original inclination, that the disposition or character 
has its origin in innate tendencies and impulses. When Le 
Clerc? says that the word, when applied to a nation, signifies 
indoles gentis, he only begs the question; for that cndoles or 
gvots in the quotations adduced by him, and by Wetstein 
and Koppe, from Isocrates, the so-called Demetrius Phalereus, 
Polyznus, Jamblichus, Cicero, and Sallust, is not something 
adventitious, but constitutional—an element of character 
which, though matured by discipline, sprang originally from 
connate peculiarities. The same may be said of Meyer’s 
interpretation—durch Eniwickelung nattirlicher disposition— 
“through the development of natural disposition ;”’ for if that 
disposition was natural, its very germs must have been in us 
at our birth, and what is that but innate depravity? And 
yet he argues that duovs cannot refer to original sin, because 
the church doctrine on that subject is not the doctrine of Paul, 
and one reason why Koppe will not take even the interpreta- 
tion of Le Clerc is, that it necessarily leads to the doctrine of 
original sin. Grotius, Meyer, De Wette, and Usteri (Paulin. 
Lehrbegrtf, p. 30) object that the word cannot refer to original 
depravity, because it is only of actual sin that the apostle 
speaks in the preceding clauses. So little has Grotius gone 
into the spirit of the passage, that he says—that it cannot 
refer to original sin, as the preceding verses show, in which 
vices are described from which many of the ancients were free 
—a quibus multt veterum fuere immunes. Usteri is disposed 
to cancel dices altogether, and Reiche (Comment. Criticus, 
1859) dilutes it to a habitus naturalis connatus quasi, p. 147. 
See also Episcopius, Jnstzt., 11.5, 2; Limborch, Theolog. Christ., 
iii. 4, 17, p. 193; Amsteledami, 1686. We may reply with 
Olshausen, that in this clause actual sins are naturally pointed 
out in their ultimate foundation—* in the inborn sinfulness of 
each individual by his connection with Adam.” Besides, the 
apostle means to say that by natural condition, as well as by 
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actual personal guilt, men are children of wrath. Had he 
written, «ai dyres, as following out the idea of srosodvres, 
there might have been a plea against our view of innate 
depravity—“ fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the 
mind, and being, or so being, children of wrath.” But the 
apostle says, xal juev— and we were,’ at a point of time 
prior to that indicated in qovdbvres. This exegesis is also 
Supported by the following clause— 

@s Kal of Aowrroi— as also are the rest of mankind ; ” not 
Gentiles simply, nor the remainder of the unbelieving Jews, 
as is held by Stier and Bisping. Turner apparently imputes 
our exegesis, which is simply and plainly grammatical, to 
want of candour and to a desire to support a “ preconceived 
doctrinal theory.” 

Having described the character of unregenerate men, the 
apostle adverts to their previous condition. We and the 
entire human family are by nature children of wrath, even as 
Crellius himself. is obliged to paraphrase it—velut hereditario 
jure. ‘Those who hold that sets refers to the Jews injure 
their interpretation, and Harless and Olshausen unnecessarily 
suppose that the apostle contrasts the natural state of the 
Jews with their condition as the called of God, though they 
do not, like Hofmann, join dice to dpyijs, as if the allusion 
were to the Jews, and the meaning were—objects of God’s 
love as the children of Abraham, and .but of His anger as 
children of Adam. Schriftd. i. p. 564. Thus Estius opposes 
Jiltt naturé to fila adoptione ; and Holzhausen’s idea is—that 
they were children of wrath “ which rises from the ungodly 
natural life.” To get such a meaning the article must be 
repeated, as Harless says—rijs dices dpyhs ; or as Meyer, tis 
Th pvoer, or, ex ths Picews dpyis. We do not imagine, 
with many commentators, that dvcev stands in contrast with 
xdpitt. The former denotes a condition, and cannot well be 
contrasted with an act or operation of God. Death by or in 
sin, walk in lust, vassalage to Satan, indulgence of the dis- 
orderly appetites of a corrupted nature, and the fulfilling of 
the desires of the flesh and of the mind—these form a visible 
and complex unity of crime, palpable and terrific. But that is 
not all; there is something deeper still; even by nature, and 
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prior to actual transgression, we were “ the children of wrath.” 
The apostle had just referred to the cdp£—feeble and depraved 
humanity, and knowing that “that which is born of the flesh 
is flesh,” and that the taint and corruption are thus hereditary, 
he adds, “and we were by nature,” through our very birth, 
“children of wrath;” that is; we have not become so by any 
process of development. Thus also Miiller (Die Lehre von 
der Siinde, ii. p. 378) says—‘ that they, that is Christians, 
from among the Jews as well as others, had been objects of | 
Divine punitive justice—nach ihrer natiirlichen angebornen 
Beschagienheit Glegenstinde ; and Lechler also calls man’s 
natural condition—ene angeborne Zorneskindschaft d. h. eine 
-angeborne Verderbniss der Menschennatur. Das Apost. und das 
nachap. Zeitalter, &c., p. 107. Barnes and Stuart! deny, 
indeed, that the use of this term can prove what is usually 
called the doctrine of original sin. It is true that the apostle 
does not speak of Adam and his sin, nor does he describe the 
germs and incipient workings of depravity. It igs not a 
formal theological assertion, for dvces is unemphatic in posi- 
tion; but what is more convincing, it is an incidental allusion 
—as if no proof were needed of the awful truth. How and 
when sin commences are not the present question. Still the - 
term surely means, that in consequence of.some element of 
relation or character, an element inborn and not infused, men 
are exposed to the Divine wrath. The clause does not, as 
these critics hold, simply mean that men in an unconverted 
state are obnoxious to punishment, but that men, apart from 
all that is extrinsic and accidental, all that time or circum- 
stance may create or modify, are “children of wrath.” As 
Calvin says—Hoc uno verbo quasi fulmine totus homo quantus- 
quantus est prosternitur. It would be, at the same time, 
wholly contrary to Scripture and reason to maintain, with 
Flacius, that sin is a part of the very essence and substance of 
our nature. The language of this clause does not imply it. 
Sin is a foreign element—an accidence—whatever be the 
depth of human depravity. 

It belongs not to the province of interpretation to enter into 
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any illustration of the doctrine expressed or implied in the 
clause under review. The origin of evil is an inscrutable 
mystery, and has afforded matter of subtle speculation from 
Plato down to Kant.and Schelling, while, in the interval, 
Aquinas bent his keen vision upon the problem, and felt his 
gaze dazzled and blunted. Ideas of the actual nature of sin 
naturally modify our conceptions of its moral character, as 
may be seen in the theories which have been entertained from 
those of .Manichean dualism and mystic pre-existence,! to 
those of privation,? sensuousness,? antagonism,* impreventi- 
bility,> and the subtle distinction between formal and real 
liberty developed in the hypothesis of Miller.6 While admit- 
ting the scriptural account of the introduction of sin, many 
have shaped their views of it from the connection in which 
they place it in reference to Divine foreknowledge, and so have 
sprung up the Supra-lapsarian and Sub-lapsarian hypotheses. 
Attempts to form a perfect scheme of Theodicy, or a full vin- 
dication of the Divinity, have occupied many other minds 
_ than that of Leibnitz. The relation of the race to its Pro- 
genitor has been viewed in various lights, and analogies 
physical, political, and metaphysical, with theories of Crea- 
tianism and Traducianism, have been employed in illustration, 
from the days of Augustine and Pelagius’ to those of Eras- 
mus and Luther, Calvin and Arminius, Taylor and President 
Edwards. Questions about the origin of evil, transmission of 
depravity, imputation of guilt, federal or representative posi- 
tion on the part of Adam, and physical and spiritual death as 
elements of the curse, have given rise to long and laboured 
argumentation, because men have looked at them from very 
different stand-points, and have been influenced in their treat- 


1 Miller, Die Christliche Lehre von der Sinde, voi, ii. p. 495, 3rd ed. See also 
Beecher’s Conflict of Ages. 
. 2 Leibnitz, Essais de Théodicée sur la Bonté de Dieu, &c. pp. 85, 86, 288, 
Amsterdam, 1726. 

3 De Wette, Christliche Sittenlehre, § 10, and Studien und Kritiken, 1849 ; Rothe, 
Ethik, vol. i. pp. 98, 99; Schleiermacher, Der Christliche Glaube, § 66. 

4 Lactantius, Jnstit. Divin. lib. ii, cap. 8, 9; Hegel, Philosophie des Rechts, § 189, 

5 The Mystery, or Evil and God. By John Young, LL.D, London, 1856. 
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ment of the problem by their philosophical conceptions of the 


Divine character, the nature of sin, and that moral freedom 
and power which belong to responsible humanity. The modus 
may be and is among “ the deep things of God,” but the res 
is palpable ; for experience confirms the Divine testimony that 
we are by nature “children of wrath” per generationem, not 
per imitationem. 

(Ver. 4.) ‘O 8€& @eds, mrovctos dy ev érée— But God, 
being rich in mercy.” The apostle resumes the thought 
started in ver. 1. The dé not only intimates this, but shows 
also that the thought about to be expressed is in contrast with 
that which occupies the immediately preceding verses. The 
fact of God’s mercy succeeds a description of man’s guilt and 
misery, and the transition from the one to the other is indi- 
cated by the particle 6é. Hartung, vol. i. p. 173; Jelf, § 767. 
Jerome rashly condemns the use of 5é; but Bodius stigma- 
tizes the patristic critic as judging—nimis profecto audacter et 
hypercritice. "EXeos signifies “ mercy,” and is a term stronger 
and more practical than oixtipyds. It is not mere emotion, 
but emotion creating actual assistance—sympathy leading to 
succour. The participle @y does not seem to have here a 
causal significance, as such an idea is expressed by the follow- 
ing dad. And in this mercy God is rich. It has no scanty 
foot-hold in his bosom, for it fills it. Though mercy has been 
expended by God for six millenniums, and myriads of myriads 
have been partakers of it, it is still an unexhausted mine of 
wealth— 

Ota THY TOARY ayarny avTod, Hy Hydmnoe juas— on 
account of His great love with which He loved us.” The 
former clause describes the general source of blessing; this 
marks out a direct and special manifestation, and is in imme- 
diate connection with the following verb. On the use of a 
verb with its cognate noun carrying with it an intensity of 
meaning, the reader may turn to i.3, 6, 20; Winer, § 32, 2; 
Kiihner, § 546. The sds are Paul and his contemporary 
believers, and, of course, all possessing similar faith. That 
love is woAA7j—great indeed ; for a great God is its possessor, 
and great sinners are its objects. The adjective probably 
marks the quality of intensity; indeed, while its generic 
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meaning remains, its specific allusion depends upon its ad- 
juncts. The idea of frequency may thus be included, as it 
seems to be in some uses of the word'—number being its 
radical meaning. IToAA2) dydan, therefore, is love, the inten- 
sity of which has been shown in the fervour and frequency of 
its. developments. See under i. 5. And what can be higher 
proof than this— 

(Ver. 5.) Kat dvras judas vexpovs tots tapartrapacw—* Us 
being even dead in trespasses.” T’he xa/ does more than 
mark the connection. It does not, however, signify “ also,” 
as Meier supposes—“ us, too, along with you;”’ nor, as Flatt, 
Riickert, Matthies, and Holzhausen think, does it merely 
show the connection of the duds of ver. 1 with this judas of 
ver. 5. Nor does it mean “ yet,” “although,” as Koppe. 
takes it. In this view, to give any good sense, it must be 
joined to the preceding verb——‘‘ He loved us, even though we 
were dead in sins.” But such a construction destroys the 
unity of meaning. With Meyer and Harless, we prefer join- 
ing the xat to the participle dvras, and making it signify 
“indeed,” or when we “ were truly ” dead in sins. Hartung, 
vol. i. p. 182. See chap. i. 11,.15. 

— ouvelworroincey TO Xpior@—“ quickened together with 
Christ.” Some MSS. and texts have the preposition év 
before r@ Xpior@, but for this there is no authority, as the 
dative is governed by the cvy- in composition with the verb. 
The ovy is repeated before the dative in Col. ii. 18. The 
entire passage, and the aorist form of the three verbs, show 
. that this vivification is a past, and not a future blessing. It 
is a life enjoyed already, not one merely secured to us by our 
ideal resurrection with Christ. ‘he remark of Jerome is 
foreign to the purpose, that the aorist is used with reference to 
the Divine prescience—id quod futurum est, qguast factum esse 
jam diverit. We have already exhibited the validity of our 
objection under 1.19. ‘Theodoret’s interpretation is out of 
place—éxeivov yap avacravtos, Kat nets €drrifopev avacri- 
ceoOa. Meyer's view has been already rejected under the 
Ist verse of this chapter; for as the death there described is 
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not a physical death to come upon us, but a death already 
experienced, so this is not a physical resurrection to be enjoyed 
at some distant epoch, but one in which, even now, we who. 
were dead have participated. Therefore, with the majority of 
interpreters, we hold that it is spiritual life to which the apostle 
refers. The exegesis of Harless, found also in the old Scottish 
commentator, Dickson, though it be cleverly maintained, is too 
refined, and is not in accordance with the literal and sincere 
appeal of the apostle to present Christian experience, for in his 
opinion, life, resurrection, and glorification are said to be ours, 
not because we actually enjoy them, but because Jesus has 
experienced them, and they are ours in Him, or ours because 
they are His, Olshausen advocates a similar view, though not 
so broadly. Slichtingius and Crellius suppose that the verb 
refers to the jus, not the ¢psum factum.; and it is of necessity: 
the theory of all who, like Rollock and Bodius, maintain, that 
the resurrection and enthronement described are specially con- 
nected with the body and its final ascension and blessedness. 
The interpretation of Chrysostom—ei yap 1 amapyy &, cat 
qpets— if the first-fruits live, so do we,” does not wholly 
bring out the meaning. Theophylact’s exposition, which is 
shared in by Augustine and Erasmus, is more acute. God 
raised up Christ, éxe@voy évepyeta—Him in fact, but us duvdwee 
vov—potentially only, but afterwards in fact also. Harless 
compares the language with that in Rom. viii. 30, which Meyer 
also quotes, where the verbs are all aorists, and where the last 
verb refers to future but certain glory. But the apostle in 
that verse describes, by the aorists, God’s normal method of 
procedure viewed as from the past—the call, justification, and 
glorification being contained.in a past predestination, and 
regarded as coincident with it. The apostle is not appealing 
to the Roman Christians, and saying, “ God has called and 
glorified you”; he is only describing God’s general and 
invariable method of procedure in man’s salvation. But here 
he speaks to the Ephesian converts, and tells them that God 
quickened them, raised them up, and gave them a seat with 
Jesus. He is not unfolding principles of divine government; 
but analyzing human experience, and verifying that analysis 
by an appeal to living consciousness. Were no more intended 
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_ by the words than Harless imagines, then they would be quite 
as true of Christians still unborn: as they were of Ephesian 
believers at that time in existence, since all who shall believe 
to the end of time were spiritually comprised in the risen 
Saviour. Nay more, the sentiment would be true of men in 
an unconverted state who were afterwards to believe. But 
here the apostle speaks of union with Jesus not only as a 
realized fact, but of its blessed and personal results. The 
death was a personal state, and the life corresponds in char- 
acter. It is not a theoretic abstraction, but as really an 
individual blessing as the death was an individual curse. The 
life and resurrection spoken of are now possessed, and their 
connection with Christ seems to be of the following nature. 
When God quickened and raised Christ, this process, as we 
have seen, was the example and pledge of our spiritual vivi- 
fication. When He was raised physically, all His people 
were ¢deally raised in Him; and in consequence of this con- 
nection with Him, they are, through faith, actually quickened 
and raised. i.19, 20. The object of the apostle, however, is 
not merely to affirm that spiritual life and resurrection have 
been secured by such a connection with Jesus, but that, having. 
been-so provided, they are also really possessed. ‘The writer 
tells the Ephesians that they had been dead, and he assures 
them that life in connection with Christ had been given them, 
and not merely through Christ potentially secured for them, — 
and reserved for a full but future enjoyment. The verb 
cuvexdbicev, on which Olshausen and Harless lay stress as 
supporting their view, does not, as we shall see, at all support. 
their exegesis. In a word, the apostle appears to intimate’ 
_ not only that the mediatorial person of Jesus had a peculiar 
and all-comprehending relation to His whole people, so that, 
as Olshausen says, “ Christ is the real type for every form of 
life among them,” but that the Ephesian believers possessed’ 
really and now these blessings, which had their origin and. 
symbol in Jesus, the Saviour and Representative. And, there- 
fore, the notion of Beza and Bloomfield, that ovy- in the verb 
glances at a union of Jew and Gentile, is as wide of the truth 
on the one side, as is on the other the opinion that it means 
“after the example of ”—the opinion of Anselm, Mazloratus, 
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Koppe, Grotius, a~Lapide, and “Rosenmiiller. See on xard 
ini. 19. Calvin limits the possession: too much to objective 
happiness and glory laid up for us in Christ. The language 
of Crocius is better—nos excitatos esse in Christo, ut in capite 
membra ; tdque non potentia, non spe, sed actu et re ipsa. 
Now, the life given corresponds in nature to the death 
suffered. It is, therefore,:spiritual life, such as is needed for 
man’s dead spirit. The soul restored to the divine favour 
lives again, and its new pulsations are vigorous and healthful. 
As every form of life is full of conscious enjoyment, this 
too has its higher gladness; truth, peace, thankfulness, and 
hope swelling the bosom, while it displays its vital powers in 
sanctified activity: for all its functions are the gift of the 
Vivifier, and they are dedicated to His service. That life may 
be feeble at first, but “the sincere milk of the word” is 
imbibed, and the expected maturity is at length reached. 
Its first moment may not indeed be registered in the con- 
sciousness, as it may be awakened within us by a varying 
process, in harmony with the quickness or the slowness of 
mental perception, and the dulness or the delicacy of the moral 
temperament. The sun rises in our latitude preceded by a 
long twilight, which gradually brightens into morning; but 
within the tropics he ascends at once above the horizon with 
sudden and exuberant glory. (For an illustration of God’s 
power in giving this life, the reader may consult under verses 
19 and 20 of -the previous chapter.) Then follows the inter- 
jected thought— 
- yadpirt éore ceowopévoi— by. grace have ye been saved.” 
The 6é or yép found in some MSS. is a clumsy addition, and 
ov, the genitive of the relative pronoun, occurring in Dt, H, 
F, G (06 +h ydpett, or ob yapere), and plainly followed by the 
Vulgate and Ambrosiaster, is rejected alike by Lachmann and 
Tischendorf. The grace referred to is that of God, not of 
Christ—as Beza supposes. The thought is suddenly and 
briefly thrown in, as it rose to the apostle’s mind, for it. 
is a natural suggestion; and so powerfully did it fill and 
move his soul, that he suddenly writes it, but continues the 
illustration, and then fondly returns to it in ver. 8. ‘This 
mental association shows how closely Paul connected life 
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with safety—how mercy and love, uniting us to Christ, and 
vivifying us with Him, are elements of this grace, and how ~ 
this union with Jesus and the life springing from it are iden- 
tical with salvation. But he proceeds— - 

(Ver. 6.) Kat cuvrjryetpev—“ And raised us up with.’ The 
meaning of cuv- is of course the same as in the preceding 
cuvelwotroinge. Believers are not only quickened, but they 
are also raised up; they not only receive life, but they ex- 
perience a resurrection. The dead, on being quickened, do 
not lie in their graves; they come forth, cast from them the | 
cerements of mortality, and re-enter the haunts of living 
humanity. Jesus rose on being vivified, and left his sepulchre 
with the grave-clothes init. His people enjoy the activities 
as well as the elements of vitality, for they are raised out of 
the spiritual death-world, and are not found “ the living 
among the dead.” It is a violation of the harmony of sense 
to understand the first verb of spiritual life, and the second of 
physical resurrection, or the hope of it, as do Menochius, 
Bodius, Estius, and Grotius. Still more— 

Kat cuvexdOicev—‘' and seated us together with.” This 
verb is to be understood in a spiritual sense as well as the two 
preceding ones. It is the spirit which is quickened, raised, 
and co-enthroned with Christ. And the place of honour and 
dignity i is— . 
 év ois érrovpavious ev Xpictd Incob—“ in the heavenly 
places in Christ Jesus.”” This idiom has been already con- 
sidered both under ver. 3 and ver. 20 of the Ist chapter. 
It does not denote heaven proper, but is the ideal locality 
of the church on the earth, as “the kingdom of heaven” 
—above the world in its sphere of occupation and enjoy- 
ment. The addition of év Xpiot@ "Incod occurs also i. 3; 
and in both places the epithet rd éoupavia points out the 
exalted position of the church. Union to Christ brings us 
into them. His glory is their bright canopy, and His pre- 
sence diffuses joy and hope. The ey before Xpuct@ "Inood 
has perplexed commentators, for cuy- is also in composition 
with the verb, and would have been supposed to govern these 
nouns, had not év been expressed. But év again, as fre- 
quently in the previous portion of the epistle, defines the 
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sphere, and refers to the three aorists—so anxious is the 
apostle to show. that union to Christ is the one source of 
spiritual honour and enjoyment. This spiritual enthronement 
with Jesus is not more difficult to comprehend than our “ royal 
priesthood.” The loose interpretations of it by Koppe and 
Rosenmiiller rob it of its point and beauty. Nor is the mere 
“ arousing of the heavenly consciousness’ all that is meant, 
as Olshausen supposes. Indeed, Riickert, Meier, Matthies, 
and Conybeare, are nearer the truth. Our view is simply as 
follows—Our life, resurrection, and enthronement, follow one 
another, as in the actual history of the great Prototype. But 
this “ sitting with Jesus”’ is as spiritual as the life, and. it 
indicates the calmness and dignity of the new existence. The 
quickened soul is not merely made aware that in Christ, as 
containing it and all similar souls, it is enlivened, and raised 
up, and elevated, but along with this it enjoys individually. 
a conscious life, resurrection, and session with Jesus. : It feels 
these blessings in itself, and through its union with Him. It 
lives, and it is conscious of this life; it has been raised, and it 
is aware of its change.of spiritual position. It is more than 
Augustine allows—Nondum in nobis, sed jam in Illo—for it 
feels itself in the meantime sitting with Jesus, not solely 
because of its relation to Him in His representative character, 
but because of its own joyous and personal possession of royal 
elevation, purity, and honour. “ He hath made us kings.” 
Rev. i. 6. What is more peculiar to the spirit in this series 
of. present and beatific gifts, shall at length be shared in by 
the entire humanity. The body shall be quickened, raised, 
and glorified, and the redeemed man shall, in the fulness of 
his nature, enjoy the happiness of heaven. The divine 
purpose is— _ 

(Ver. 7.) “Iva évdelEnrar év trois aidow toils émepyopévous— 
“In order that He might show forth in the ages which are 
coming”’—iva indicating design. ‘The meaning of this verse 
depends on the sense attached to the last word. Harless, Meyer, 
Olshausen, De Wette, and Bisping, take them as descriptive of 
the future world. Thus Theophylact also—Ndv pév yap trodAol 
anmvrtovow, év 56 TO. wéANOVTL ai@ve TravTEs yvooovTas Tb Hiv 
éyaploato, opavres év abat@ S0&n tods dylous ; the idea being 
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that the blessings of life, resurrection, and elevation with Christ 
now bestowed upon believers, may be hidden in the meantime, 
but that in the kingdom of glory they shall be seen in their 
peculiar lustre and pre-eminence. Thus Wycliffe also—“ in 
the worldlis above comying.” But the language of this verse 
is too full and peculiar to have only in it this general thought. °- 
Why should the greatness of the grace that quickened and 
elevated such sinners as these Ephesians, not be displayed till 
the realms of glory be reached? Or might not God intend in 
their salvation at that early age to show to coming ages, as 
vicious as they, what were the riches of His grace? The verb 
évdelEnrat, which in the New Testament is always used in the 
middle voice, means to show for one’s self—for His own glory. 
Jelf, § 863, 1. Still, the language of the verse suggests the 
idea of sample or specimen. Paul, who classes himself with 
the Ephesians in the #uds, makes this use of his own conver- _ 
sion. 1 Tim. i.16. The peculiar plural phrase aidves, with 
the participle érepyopévor, denotes “ coming or impending 
ages.” . Luke xxi. 26,37; James v. 1.. The aiy is an age 
or period of time, and these ai@ves form a series of such ages, 
which were to commence immediately. These ages began 
at the period of the apostle’s writing, and are still rolling on 
till the second advent. The salvation of such men as these 
Ephesians at that early period of Christianity, was intended 
by God to stand out as a choice monument to succeeding 
generations of ‘“ the exceeding riches of his grace ”— 

TO UTrepBdAAdov TAOUTOS Ti}s yapeTos avTod. The neuter form 
is preferred by Tischendorf and Lachmann on the authority 
of A, B, D', F,G. Gersdorf, Bettrdge, p. 282; Winer, § 9, 2, 
note 2. The participle tarepBdddov has been already ex- 
plained, i. 19. The conversion of the Ephesians was a mani- 
festation of the grace of God—of its riches, of its overflowing 
riches. That was not restricted grace—grace to a few, or 
grace to the more deserving, or grace to the milder forms of 
apostacy. No; it has proved its wealth in the salvation of 
such sinners as are delineated in the melancholy picture of 
the preceding verses. Nay, it is couched— 

év xpnorornte éb’ Huds év Xpioto Incoot— in kindness 
toward us in Christ Jesus.” Four terms are already employed 
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by the apostle to exhibit the source of salvation—ércos, dya7rn, 
xadpis, xpnoTorns—conveying the same blessed truth in differ- 
ent aspects. ‘The first respects our misery ; the second defines 
the co-essential form of this—édeos ; the third characterizes 
its free outgoing, and the last points to its palpable and expe- 
rienced embodiment. Trench on Syn. p. 192. Winer suggests 
that éf’ judas is connected with dvepBdrrAov, § 20, 2,b. But 
the structure of the sentence forbids altogether such a connec- 
tion, and the construction proposed by Homberg and Koppe 
is as violent—rfs ydpitos Kal ypnorérnros, supplying dvras 
also to the phrase év Xpicr@ “Incod. The noun ypyorérns 
may be followed itself by és, as in Rom. xi. 22, or as when 
the adjective occurs, Luke vi. 35. We do not understand, with 
Olshausen, that év ypnorérnrs is a closer definition of the 
more general ydpis. Nor is there any need of a metonymy, 
and of taking the term to denote a benefit or the result of kind- 
ness. This kindness is true generosity, for it contains saving 
grace. It is not common providential kindness, but special 
“ kindness in Christ Jesus,” no article being inserted to show 
the closeness of the connection, and the preposition éy again, 
as so often before, marking Christ Jesus as the only sphere 
of blessing. See under i.16. There is an evident alliteration 
in ydpes, ypnororns, Xpiords. The kindness of God in Christ 
Jesus is a phrase expressive of the manner in which grace 
operates. His grace is iz his goodness. Grace may be shown 
among men in a very ungracious way, but God’s grace clothes 
itself in kindness, as well in the time as in the mode of its 
bestowment. What kindness in sending His grace so early 
to Ephesus, and in converting such men as now formed its 
church! O, He is so kind in giving grace, and such grace, 
to so many men, and of such spiritual demerit and degrada- 
tion; so kind as not only to forgive sin, but even to forget it 
(Heb. vii. 12); so kind, in short, as not only by His grace 
to quicken us, but in the riches of His grace to raise us up, 
and in its exceeding riches to enthrone us in the heavenly 
places in Christ! And all the grace in this kindness shown 
in the first century is a lesson even to the nineteenth century. 
What God did then, He can do now and will do now; and 
one reason why He did it then was, to teach the men of the 
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present age His ability and desire to repeat in them the same 
blessed process of salvation and life. 

(Ver. 8.) TH yap yapurl éore cecwopévor id tHS TicTews— 
“For by grace ye have been saved, through your faith.” The 
particle ydép explains why the apostle has said that the exceed- 
ing riches of God’s grace are shown forth in man’s salvation, 
and glances back to the interjectional clause at the end of 
ver. 5. Salvation must display grace, for it is wholly of grace. 
The dative ydpirt, on which from its position the emphasis 
lies, expresses the source of our salvation, and the genitive 
miorews with did denotes its subjective means or instrument. 
Salvation is of grace by faith—the one being the efficient, the 
other the modal cause; the former the origin, the latter the 
method, of its operation. The grace of God which exists 
without us, takes its place as an active principle within us, 
being introduced into the heart and kept there by the con- 
necting or conducting instrumentality of faith. 

xapts-— favour,” is opposed to necessity on the part of 
God, and to merit on the part of man. God was under no 
obligation to save man, for His law might have taken its 
natural course, and the penalty menaced and deserved might 
have been fully inflicted. Grace springs from His sovereign 
will, not from His essential nature. It is not an attribute 
which must always manifest itself, but a prerogative that may 
either be exercised or held in abeyance. Salvation is an 
abnormal process, and “ grace is no more grace”’ if it is of 
necessary exhibition. Grace is also opposed to merit on man’s 
part. Had he any title, salvation would be “ of debt.” The 
two following verses are meant to state and prove that salva- 
tion is not and cannot be of human merit. In short, the human 
race had no plea with God, but God’s justice had a high and 
holy claim on them. The conditions of the first economy had 
been violated, and the guilty transgressor had only to antici- 
pate the infliction of the penalty which he had so wantonly 
incurred. The failure of the first covenant did not either 
naturally or necessarily lead to a new experiment. While 
man had no right to expect, God was under no necessity to 
provide salvation. It is “ by grace.” 


1 This generic meaning of the word is the true one here, and it is not to be 
regarded specially and technically as in the scholastic theology, and divided into 
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But this grace does not operate immediately and univer- 
sally. Its medium is faith—&s& rhs mlotrews. The two 
nouns “grace” and “faith” have each the article, as they 
express ideas which are at once familiar, distinctive, and 
monadic in their nature; the article before ydpurs, referring 
us at the same time to the anarthrous term at the close of the 
fifth verse, and that before wicrews, giving it a subjective 
reference, is best rendered, as Alford says, by a possessive. 
Lachmann, after B, D', F, G, omits the second article, but 
the majority of MSS. are in its favour. It is the uniform 
doctrine of the New Testament, that no man is saved against 
his will; and his desire to be saved is proved by his belief of 
the divine testimony. Salvation by grace is not arbitrarily 
attached to faith by the mere sovereign dictate of the Most 
High, for man’s willing acceptance of salvation is essential to 
his possession of it, and the operation of faith is just the 
sinner’s appreciation of the divine mercy, and his acquies- 
cence in the goodness and wisdom of the plan of recovery, 
followed by a cordial appropriation of its needed and adapted 
blessings, or, as Augustine tersely and quaintly phrases it— 
Qui creavit te sine te, non salvabit te sine te. Justification by 
faith alone, is simply pardon enjoyed on the one condition of 
taking it. 

. And thus “ye have been saved ;” not—ye will be finally 
saved; not—ye are brought into a ‘state in which salvation is 
possible, or put into a condition in which ye might ‘ work and 
win” for yourselves, but—ye are actually saved. The words 
denote a present state, and not merely “an established pro- 
cess.” Green’s Gram. of New Test. 317. Thus Tyndale 
translates—‘‘ By grace ye are made safe thorowe faith.” The 
context shows the truth of this interpretation, and that the 
verb denotes a terminated action. If men have been spiritually 
dead, and if they now enjoy spiritual life, then surely they 
are saved. So soon as a man is out of danger, he is safe or 
“saved.” Salvation is a present blessing, though it may not 
be fully realized. The man who has escaped from the wreck, 
and has been taken into the life-boat, is from that moment a 
gratia preveniens, operans, co-operans; the first having for its object homo conver- 


tendus; the second, homo, qui convertitur; and the third, homo conversus sed 
sunctificundus. 
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saved man. Even though he scarce feel his safety or be 
relieved from his tremor, he is still a saved man; yea, though 
the angry winds may how] around him, and though hours may 
elapse ere he set his feet on the firm land. The apostle adds 
more precisely and fully— 

Kab TobTo obK é& duav— and that not of yourselves ’’—éx, 
as-it often does, referring to source or cause. Winer, § 47, bd. 
The pronoun rodro does not grammatically agree with ricTews, 
the nearest preceding noun, and this discrepancy has originated 
various interpretations. The words xai rodro are rendered 
“and indeed” by Wahl, Riickert, and Matthies. This em- 
phatic sense belongs to the word in certain connections. Rom. 
xii, 11; 1 Cor. vi. 6; Phil. 1.28. The plural is also simi- 
larly used. 1 Cor. vi. 8; Heb. xi. 12; Matthiae, § 470, 6. 
The meaning of the idiom may here be—“ Ay, and this” is 
not of yourselves. But what is the point of reference? 

- Many refer it directly to méoris—“ And this faith is not of 
yourselves.” Such is the interpretation of the fathers Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, and Jerome. Chrysostom says—ovde 1 
mioris €& juwv, ef yap obx HAOev, eb yap wh éxdrgEoe, TOS 
jouvvaecla miaredoa. Jerome thus explains—.it hae ipsa fides 
non est ex vobis, sed ex eo qui vocavit vos. ‘The same view is 
taken by Erasmus, Beza, Crocius, Cocceius, Grotius, Estius, 
Bengel, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, and “Hodge. 
Bloomfield says that “all the Calvinistic commentators hold 
this view,” and yet Calvin himself was an exception. There 
are several objections to this, not as a point of doctrine, but 
of exegesis. 1. If the apostle meant to refer to faith—mlotis, 
why change the gender? why not write nal atrn? To say, 
with some, that faith is viewed in the abstract as 76 muc- 
Tevev, does not, as we shall see, relieve us of the difficulty. 
2. Granting that «xal-rodro is an idiomatic expression, and 
that its gender is not to be strictly taken into account, still 
the question recurs, What is the precise reference of 8dpov? 
8, Again, wiotis does not seem to be the immediate reference, 
as the following verse indicates. You may say—“ And this 
faith is not of yourselves: it is God’s gift;” but you cannot 
say— And this faith is not of yourselves, but it is God’s gift ; 
not of works, lest-~any man should boast.” You would thus 
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‘be obliged, without any cause, to change the reference in 
ver. 9, for you may declare that salvation is not of works, but 
cannot with propriety say that faith is not of works. The 
phrase od« é& &pywy must have salvation, and not faith, as its 
reference. ‘The words from «al todro to the end of the verse 
anay be read’ parenthetically—“ By grace are ye saved, through 
faith (and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God), not of 
works;” that is, “ By grace ye are saved, through faith,” 
“not of works.” ven with this understanding of the. para- 
graph, the difficulty still remains, and the idea of such a 
parenthesis cannot be well entertained, for the é£& duav corres- 
ponds to the é€ éoywv. Baumgarten-Crusius argues, that the 
allusion is to wréots, because the word dapov proves that the 
reference must be to something internal—auj Innerliches. 
But is not salvation as internal as faith? So that we adopt 
the opinion of Calvin, Zachariae, Riickert, Harless, Matthies, 
Meyer, Scholz, De Wette, Stier, Alford, and Ellicott, who 
make xal rodro refer to éore ceowopévor—“.and this state of 
safety is not of yourselves.” This exegesis is presented in a 
modified form by Theophylact, Zanchius, Holzhausen, Chan- 
dler, and Macknight, who refer «ai rodro to the entire clause 
—“ this salvation by faith is not of yourselves.” Theophylact 
says—od Thy wliatw réyer Shpov Ocod, AAA 7d Sid Tlotews 
owlhvat, TooTO Sapov éart Meod. But some of the difficulties 
of the first method of interpretation attach to this, The xat. 
todro refers to the idea contained in the verb, and presents 
that idea in an abstract form. At the same time, as Ellicott 
shrewdly remarks, “the clause cat rodro, &c, was suggested 
by the mention of the subjective medium—7aloris, which 
might be thought to imply some independent action on the 
part of ‘the subject.” This condition of safety is not of your- 
selves—is not of your own origination or procurement, though 
it be of your reception. It did not spring from you, nor did 
you suggest it to God; but— 

cod 16 SHpov-— God’s is the gift.” God’s gift is the gift 
—the genitive @eod being the emphatic predicate in opposition 
to juov. Bernhardy, p. 815. Lachmann and Harless place 
this clause in a parenthesis. The only objection against the 
general view of the passage which we have taken is, that it is 
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somewhat tautological. The apostle says—“ By grace ye are 
saved,” and then—‘ It is the gift of God;’’ the same idea 
being virtually repeated. True so far, but the insertion of the 
contrasted ov« é& judy suggested the repetition. And there 
is really no tautology. In chap. iii. 7 occur the words—xara 
Thy Swpeay THS yaptTos ToD Beod; ydpus being the thing 
given, and dwpedy pointing out its mode of bestowment. Men 
are saved by grace—rh xyapere; and that salvation which has 
its origin in grace is not won from God, nor is it wrung from 
Him; “ His is the gift.” Look at salvation j in its origin—it 
is “by grace.”” Look at it in its reception—it is “ through 
faith.” Look at it in its manner of conferment—it is a “ gift.” 
For faith, though an indispensable instrument, does not merit 
salvation as areward; and grace operating only through faith, 
_ does not suit itself to congruous worth, nor single it out as its 
“ gole recipient. Salvation, in its broadest sense, is God’s gift. 
While, then, «at rodro seems to refer to the idea contained in 
the participle only, it would seem that in @eod 76 d@pov there 
is allusion to the entire clause—God’s is the whole gift. The 
complex idea of the verse is compressed into this brief ejacu- 
lation, The three clauses, as Meyer has remarked, form a 
species of asyndeton—that is, the connecting particles are 
omitted, and the style acquires greater liveliness and force. 
Dissen, Exc. ii. ad Pind. p. 278; Stallbaum, Plato— Orit. 
p- 144. 

Griesbach places in a parenthesis the entire clause from «at 
rovro to é£ épywy, connecting the words iva yuh Tis Kavyjonras 
with Sia ris miotews, but the words ot« ef goywv have an 
immediate connection with the tva—a connection which can- 
not be set aside. Matthies again joins ov« é& épywv to the 
foregoing clause—“ and that not of yourselves; the gift of 
God is not of works.” Such an arrangement is artificial and 
inexact. The apostle now presents the truth in a negative 
contrast— 

(Ver. 9.) Od« && Eoywv-—“ Not of works ”—the explanation 
of od« é& tuav. The apostle uses 84 with the article before 
miotews in the previous verse, but here é€ without the article 
before goywv—the former referring to the subjective instru- 
ment, or causa apprehendens ; the latter to the source, and 
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excluding works of every kind and character. "Ex again refers - 
to source or cause. Sweighaiiser, Lex. Herodot. p. 192. Sal- 
vation is by grace, and therefore not of us ; it is through faith, 
and therefore not of works; it is God’s gift, and therefore not 
of man’s origination. Such works belong not to fallen and 
condemned humanity. It has not, and by no possibility can 
it have any of them, for it has failed to render prescribed 
obedience; and though it should now or from this time be 
perfect in action, such conformity could only suffice for pre- 
sent acceptance. How, then, shall it atone for former delin- 
quencies? The first duty of a sinner is faith, and what 
merit can there be where there is no confidence in God? 
“ Without faith it is impossible to please Him.” The theory 
that represents God as having for Christ’s sake lowered the 
terms of His law so‘as to accept of sincere endeavours for 
perfect obedience, is surely inconsistent in its commixture of 
merit and grace. For if God dispense with the claims of His 
law now,.why not for ever—if to one point, why not altogether 
—if to one class of creatures, why not to all? On such a 
theory, the moral bonds of the universe would be dissolved. 
The distinction made by Thomas Aquinas between meritum 
ex congruo and meritum ex condigno, was too subtle to be 
popularly apprehended, and it did not arrest the Pelagian. 
tendencies of the mediseval church. 

iva py Ts Kavxjontar—“ lest any one should boast.” 
According to the just view of Riickert, Harless, Meyer, and 
Stier, the conjunction marks design, or is telic; according. 
to others, such as Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen, Macknight, 
Chandler, and Bloomfield, it indicates result—* so as that no 
one may boast.” So also Theophylact—ré, yap, va, ob 
aittodoyixdv éoTt, GAN ék Ths aroBdcews TOD mpdyparos ; 
that is, the #a is not causal, but eventual in its meaning. 
Koppe suggests as an alternative to give the words an im- 
perative sense— Not of works: beware then of boasting.” 
Stier proposes that the iva be viewed from a human stand- 
point, and as indicative of the writer’s own purpose; as if the 
apostle had said— Not of works, I repeat it, lest any one 
should boast.” This exegesis is certainly original, as its. 
author has indeed mentioned ; but it is as certainly unnatural 


EPHESIANS II. 10. 159 


and far-fetched. Macknight has argued, that wa cannot have 
its telic force, for it would represent God as appointing our 
salvation to be by faith, merely to prevent men’s boasting, 
“which certainly is an end unworthy of God in so great an 
affair ;”’ but this is not a full view of the matter, for the apostle 
does not characterize the prevention of boasting as God’s only 
end, but as one of His purposes. For what would boasting 
imply? Would it not imply fancied merit, independence of 
God, and that self-deification which is the very essence of sin ? 
A pure and perfect creature has nothing to boast of; for what 
has he that he has not received ? “ Novw, if thou didst receive 
it, why dost thou glory, as if thou hadst not received it?” 
When God purposes to preclude boasting, or even the possi- 
bility of it, he resolves to effect His design in this one way, 
by filling the mind with such emotions as shall infallibly 
banish it. He furnishes the redeemed spirit with humility 
and gratitude—such humility as ever induces man to confess 
his emptiness, and such gratitude as ever impels him to ascribe 
every blessing to the one source of divine generosity. We 
see no reason, therefore, to withhold from fa its natural and 
primary sense, especially as in the mind and theology of the 
apostle, event is so often viewed in unison with its source, and 
result is traced to its original design, in the divine idea and 
motive. And truly boasting is effectually stopped. For if 
man be guilty, and being unable to win a pardon, simply 
receive it; if, being dead, he get life only as a divine endow-~ 
ment; if favour, and nothing but favour, have originated 
his safety, and the only possible act on his part be that of 
reception ; if what he has be but a gift to him in his weak and 
meritless state—then surely nothing can be further from him 
than boasting, for he will glorify God for all. 1 Cor. i. 29-31. 
Ambrosiaster truly remarks—havc superbia omni peccato nocen- 
tior, omnt genere est elationis insanior. And further, salvation 
cannot be of ourselves or of works— . 

(Ver. 10.) Avrod yap éopev roinua—“ Yor we are His 
workmanship.” The ydp has its common meaning. It ren- 
ders the reason for the statement in the two previous verses. 
It does not signify “ yet,” as Macknight has it. Others care- 
-lessly overlook it altogether. Nor can we accede to the opinion 
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of Theophylact, Photius, and Bloomfield, that this verse is 
introduced to prevent misconception, as if the meaning were 
—‘ Salvation is not of works,” yet do them we must, “for we 
are His workmanship.” This notion does not tally with the 
simple reasoning of the apostle, and helps itself out by an 
_unwarranted assumption. Riickert and Meier join this verse 
‘in thought to the last clause of the preceding one—“ No man 
who works can boast, for the man himself is God’s workman- 
ship.’ But the apostle has affirmed that salvation is not of 
works, so that such works are not supposed to exist at all; 
and therefore there is no ground of boasting. Nor can we, 
with Harless, view the verse as connected simply with the 
phrase—Q@ecod 76 Sdpov. We regard it, with Meyer, as designed. 
to prove and illustrate the great truth of the 9th verse, that 
salvation is not of works. “ By grace ye are saved, through 
faith, and that not of yourselves—not of works, for we are 
His workmanship.” Hooker, vol. ii., 601; Oxford, 1841. 

But the terms may be first explained. The apostle changes 
from the second to the first person without any other apparent 
reason than the varied momentary impulse one yields to in’ 
writing a letter. The noun sroénya, as the following clause 
shows, plainly refers to the spiritual re-formation of believers, 
and it is as plainly contrary to the course of thought to give 
it a physical reference, as did Gregory of Nazianzum, Tertul- 
lian, Basil, Photius, and Jerome. The same opinion, modified 
by including also the notion of spiritual creation, is followed 
by Pelagius, Erasmus, Bullinger, Riickert, and Matthies. 
The process of workmanship is next pointed out— 

xriabevres ev XptoT@ 'Inood—“ created in Christ Jesus.” 
This added phrase explains and bounds the meaning of 
aoinwa. The reference here is to the xawy xticw (2 Cor. 
v.17; Gal. vi. 15), and the form of expression carries us back 
to many portions of the Hebrew prophets, and to the use of 
x in Ps. li. 10, and in Ps. cii. 18 (Schoettgen, Hore Hebraice, 
i. p. 828). See also verse 15 of this chapter. Chrysostom 
adds, with peculiar and appropriate emphasis—éx rod jut) dvros, 
els TO elvat rapyyOnpev. Again is it év Xpior@ Inood, for 
Christ Jesus is ever the sphere of creation, or, through their 
vital union with Him, men are formed anew, and the spiritual 
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change that passes over them has its best emblem and most 
expressive name in the physical creation, when out of chaos 
sprang light, harmony, beauty, and life. The object of this 
spiritual creation in Christ is declared to be— 

él Epyous ayabois— in order to,” or “ for good works.” 
This meaning of ézi may be seen in Gal. v.13; 1 Thess. 
iv. 7. Winer, §48¢,; Kihner, § 612; Phrynichus ed-Lobeck, 
p. 474. Palairet, in his Odservat. Sac. in loc., has given 
several good examples of éwi with such a sense. Our entire 
renovation, while it is of God in its origin, and in Christ as 
its medium, has good works for its object. 

Now, as already intimated, we understand this verse as a 
proof that salvation is not of works. For, 1. The statement 
that salvation is of works involves an anachronism. Works, 
in order to procure salvation, must precede it, but the good 
works described by the apostle come after it, for they only 
appear after a man is in Christ, believes and lives. 2. The 
statement that salvation is of works involves the fallacy of 
mistaking the effect for the cause. Good works are not the 
cause of salvation; they are only the result of it. Salvation 
causes them; they do not cause it. This workmanship of 
God—this creation in Christ Jesus—is their true source, 
implying a previous salvation. Thus runs the well-known 
confessional formula—Bona opera non precedunt justificandum, 
sed sequuntur justificatum. The law says—“ Do this and 
live ;” but the gospel says— Live and do this.” 38. And 
even such good works can have in them no saving merit, 
for we are His workmanship. Talia non nos efficimus, says 
Bugenhagen, sed Spiritus Dei in nobis ; or, as Augustine puts 
it—ipso in nobis et per nos operante, merita tua nusquam jactes, 
quia et ipsa tua merita Dei dona sunt. Comment. in Ps. cxliv. 
The power and the desire to perform good works are alike 
from God, for they are only fruits and manifestations of divine 
grace in man; and as they are not self-produced, they cannot 
entitle us to reward. Such, we apprehend, is the apostle’s 
argument. Salvation is not é& goywv; yet it is él gpyos 
ayalois— in order to good works ”’—the fruits of salvation 
and acceptance with God, proofs of holy obedience, tokens 


of the ossession of Christ’s image elements of the imita- 
p Se, 
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tion of Christ’s example, and the indices of that holiness 
which adorns the new creation, and “ without which no man 
can see the Lord.” Peter Lombard says well—Sola bona 
opera dicenda sunt, que fiunt per dilectionem Det. But there 
can be no productive love of God where there is no faith in 
His Son, and where that faith does exist, salvation is already 
possessed. The disputes on this point at the period of the 
Reformation were truly lamentable; Solifidians and Syner- 
gists battled with mischievous fury: Major arguing that salva- 
tion was dependent on good works, and Amsdorf reprobating 
them as prejudicial to it; while Agricola maintained the 
Antinomian absurdity, that the law itself was abolished, and 
no longer claimed obedience from believers. And these 
“ ood” works are no novelty nor accident— . 

ols -rpontoipacey 6 Qeds, va ev adrois wepuTratiowpev— 
“which God before prepared that we should walk in them.” 
The interpretation of this sentence depends upon the opinion 
formed as to the regimen of the pronoun ois. 

1. Some taking the word as a dative, render—‘‘ To which 
God hath afore ordained us, in order that we should walk 
in them.”’ Such is the view of Luther, Semler, Zachariae, 
Morus, Flatt, Meier, Bretschneider, and virtually of Fritzsche,? 
Alt,2 and Wahl. But the omission of the pronoun jas is 
fatal to this opinion. The idea, too, which in such a connec- 
tion 18 here expressed by a dative, is usually expressed by the 
accusative with eis. Rom. ix. 23; 2 Tim. ii. 21; Rev. ix. 7. 

2. Valla, Erasmus, Er. Schmidt, and Riickert give ois a 
personal reference, as if it stood for éc0u jydv—“ among 
whom God before prepared us.’”’—But the antecedent myuels 
is too remote, and the ols appears to agree in gender with 
év avrois. 

3. Bengel, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and Baumgarten-Crusius 
take the phrase as a kind of Hebraism, or as a special idiom, 
in which, along with the relative pronoun, there is also 
repeated the personal pronoun and the preposition—oa wxe— 
év ois Wa wepiratnowpey év avdtois, mpontoluacey 6 eds. 
But this exegesis is about as intricate as the original clause. 


1 Comment. in Matt. iii, 12. 2 Gram. Ling. Gree. N. T. p, 229. 
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4, The large body of interpreters take the ois for & by 
attraction. Winer, § 24,1. This opinion is simple, the change 
of case by attraction is common, and a similar use of iva is 
found in John v. 36. So the Vulgate— Que preparavit. | 

5, Acting upon a hint of Bengel’s, Stier suggests that the 
verb may be taken in a neuter or intransitive sense, as the 
simple verb thus occurs in 2 Chron. i. 4, and in Luke ix. 52: 
Could this exegesis be fully justified, we should be inclined 
to adopt it— For which God has made previous preparation, 
that we should walk in them.” The fourth opinion supposes 
the preparation to belong to the works also, but in a more 
direct form—the works being prepared. for our performance of 
them. In this last view, the preparation refers more to the 
persons—preparation to enable them to walk in the works. 
The fourth interpretation is the best grammatically, and the 
meaning of the phrase, “which God has before prepared,” 
seems to be—“ in order that we should walk in those works,” 
they have been prescribed, defined, and adapted to us. 

It is wrong to ignore the wpo in wpontoiwacev, as is done 
by Flatt and Baumgarten-Crusius. Wisdom ix. 8; Philo, De 
Opif. § 25. Nor can we, with Augustine, De Wette, and 
Harless, give the verb the same meaning as mpoopitew, or 
assign it, with Koppe and Rosenmiiller, the sense of vedle or 
jubere ; Harless saying that it is used of things as the verb 
last referred to is used of persons, but without sufficient proof; 
and Olshausen supposing that the two verbs differ thus—that 
mpoetouuatew refers to a working of the divine eternal will 
which is occupied more with details. Perhaps the difference 
is more accurately brought out in this way :—*poopifew marks 
appointment or destination, in which the end is primarily kept 
in view, while in wpoerouudtew the means by which the end is 
secured are specially regarded as of divine arrangement, the 
mpo referring to a period anterior to that implied in «rec Oértes, 
We could not walk in these works unless they had been pre- 
pared for us. And, therefore, by prearranging the works in 
their sphere, character, and suitability, and also by preordaining 
the law which commands, the inducement or appliances which 
impel, and the creation in Christ which qualifies and empowers 
us, God hath shown it to be His purpose, that ‘ we should 
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walk in them.” Tersely does Bengel say, ambularemus,.non 
salvaremur aut viveremus. These good works, though they: 
do not secure salvation, are by God’s eternal purpose essen- 
tially connected with it, and ate not a mere offshoot accident- 
ally united to it. Nor are they only joined to it correctionally, 
as if to counteract the abuses of the doctrine that it is not of 
works. The figure in the verb repurarjowper is a Hebraism 
occurring also in ver. 2. See under it, Tit. ii. 14, iii. 8. 
Though in such works there be no merit, yet faith shows its 
genuineness by them. In direct antagonism to the Pauline 
theology is the strange remark of Whitby—“ that these works 
of righteousness God hath prepared us to walk in, are condi- 
tions requisite to make faith saving.” The same view in 
substance has been elaborately maintained by Bishop Bull in - 
his Harmonia Apostolica, Works, vol. iii. ed. Oxford, 1827. 

Nor is the expression less unphilosophical. Works cannot 

impart any element to faith, as they are not of the same nature 

with it. The saving power of faith consists in its acceptance 

and continued possession of God’s salvation. Works only 

prove that the faith we have is a saving faith. And while 

Christians are to abound in. works, such works are merely 

demonstrative, not in any sense supplemental in their nature. 

Kal éxricOns obk iva apyns, GAN wa épyafn (Theophylact). 

But the Council of Trent—Sess. vi. cap. 16—declares “ that 

the Lord’s goodness to all men is so great that He will have 

the things which are His own gifts to be their merits ”—wt 

eorum velit esse merita que sunt ipsius dona. See Hare, Mission 

of the Comforter, i. 359. 

(Ver. 11.) The second part of the epistle now commences, 
in a strain of animated address to the Gentile portion of the 
church of Christ in Ephesus, bidding them remember what 
they had been, and realize what by the mediation of Christ. 
they had now become— 

Aud pevnpovedere—“ Wherefore remember.” The reference 
has a further aspect than to the preceding verse—6:0 com- 
mencing the paragraph, as in Rom. ii. 1, and in this epistle, 
iii. 13, iv. 25; though in some other places it winds up a para- 
graph, as in 2 Cor. xii. 10; Gal. iv. 31. These things being 
so, and such being the blessings now enjoyed by them, lest 


EPHESIANS II. 11. 165 


any feeling of self-satisfaction should spring up within them, 
they were not to forget their previous state and character. 
This exercise of memory would deepen their humility, elevate 
their ideas of divine grace, and incite them to ardent and 
continued thankfulness. The apostle honestly refers them to 
their previous Gentilism. Remember— 

drs more vpeis Ta eOvy év capxi— that ye, once Gentiles 
in the flesh.” ”’Ovres is understood by some, and #re by 
others ; but of such a supplement there is no absolute need 
—the construction being repeated emphatically afterwards. 
The article 7&é before @0vn signifies a class, and it is omitted 
before év capxé to indicate the closeness of idea. “EK@pyy— 
oiz—has a special meaning attached to it. Not only were 
they foreigners, but they were ignorant and irreligious. Matt. 
xviii. 17. If €@yn simply signified non-Israelites, then they 
were so still, for Christianity does not obliterate difference of 
race; but the word denotes men without religious privilege, 
and in this sense they were zoré—once—heathen. But their 
ethnical state no longer existed. Some render éy capxi— 
“by natural descent,” as Bucer, Grotius, Estius, Stolz, and 
Kistmacher. This meaning is a good one, but the last clause 
of the verse points to a more distinct contrast. Ambrosiaster, 
Zanchius, Crocius, Wolf, and Holzhausen take the term in its 
theological sense, as if it signified corrupted nature; but cara 
odpxa would have been in that case the more appropriate 
idiom. Jerome supposes the phrase to stand in opposition to 
an implied év mvevpart. But the verse itself decides the 
meaning, as Drusius, Calvin, Beza, Rollock, Bengel, Riickert, 
Harless, Olshausen, Meyer, De Wette, and Stier rightly:sup- 
pose. Natural Israel was so—év capxi; the Gentiles were 
also so—év capxi. Col. ii. 18. Both phrases have, therefore, 
the same meaning, and denote neither physical descent nor 
corrupted nature, but simply and literally “in flesh.” The 
absence of the “ seal” in their flesh proved them to be Gen- 
tiles, as the presence of it showed the Jews to be the seed of 
Abraham. If év capxi denoted natural descent, then the 
fact of it could not be changed. Heathens, and born s0, 
they must be so still, but they had ceased to be heathen on 
their introduction into the kingdom of God. The world 
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beyond them, whose flesh had been unmarked, was on that 
account looked down upon by the Jews, and characterized as 
7a vn. The apostle now explains his meaning more fully— 

ot Aeyopuevos “AxpoBvaotia— who are called the Uncircum- 
cision.” The noun dxpoSvoria is, according to Fritzsche (on 
Romans ii. 26), an Alexandrian corruption for dxporocGia. 
This term hag all the force of a proper name, and no article 
precedes it. Middleton, Greek Art. p.43. It was, on the part 
of the Jews, the collective designation of the heathen world, 
and it stigmatized it as beyond the pale of religious privilege. 
Gen. xxxiv. 14; Lev. xix. 23; Judg. xiv. 83; 1 Sam. xiv. 6; 
Isa. li. 1; Ezek. xxviii. 10. And the Gentiles were so 
named—y— | 

bd THs Neyopévyns Teprrouts—" by the so-called Circum- 
cision’’—this last also a collective epithet. This was the 
national distinction on which the Jews flattered themselves. 
Other Abrahamic tribes, indeed, were circumcised, but the 
special promise was—“ In Isaac shall thy seed be called.” 
The next words—év capxl yetporrowrov-—“ hand-made in the 
flesh,” as a tertiary predicate, do not belong to Aeyouévys. “In 
the flesh made by hands” was no portion of their boasted 
name, but the phrase is added by the‘apostle, and the Syriac 
rightly renders it—’J6mas Le} as SUN9— and it is 
a work of the hands in the flesh.”” He cannot, as Harless and 
Olshausen remark, be supposed to undervalue the rite of cir- 
cumcision, for it was signum sanctitatis. Indeed his object in 
the next verses is to show, that the deplorable condition of the 
Gentiles was owing to their want of such blessings as were 
enjoyed by the chosen seed. Still, the apostle, by the words 
now. referred to, seems to intimate that in itself the rite is 
nothing—that it is only a symbol of purity, a mere chirurgical 
process, which did not and could not secure for them eternal 
life. Rom. ii, 28, 29; Gal. v.6; Philip. iii. 3; Col. ii, 11, 
iti, 11. The word is used in a good sense in Acts x. 45, 
xi. 2; Rom. xv. 8; Gal. ii. 7, 8,9; Col. iv. 11; Tit. i. 10. 
The apostle alludes mentally to the “ true circumcision’ made 
without hands, which is not “ outward in the flesh,” and which 
alone is of genuine and permanent value. Remember— 

(Ver. 12.) "Ore Fre r@ xatp@ éxelve yopis Xpuotrov— That 
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at that time ye were without Christ.” The preposition’ év is 
of doubtful authority, and is rejected by Lachmann and 
Tischendorf. Kiihner, § 569; Winer, § 31,95. External 
authority, such as that of A, B, D', F, G, is against it, though 
the Pauline usage, as found in Rom. iii. 26, xi. 55 1 Cor. 
" x1, 23; 2 Cor. viii. 13, &c., seems to be in its favour. The 
reference in the phrase—“ at that time,” is to the period of 
previous Gentilism. The conjunction drs resumes the thought 
with which the preceding verse started, and 7@ kap@ points 
back to vroré. The verb 7re, as: De Wette suggests, and as 
Lachmann points, may be connected with the participle daA~ 
NoTprwpévor—“‘ that at that time, being without Christ, ye 
were excluded from theocratic privileges.” Ellicott and: 
Alford call this construction harsh, and make év Xpioté a 
predicate. We will not contend for the construction, but we do 
not see such harshness in it. In this syntactic arrangement, 
yapis Xpierod would give the reason why they were aliens, 
from the Hebrew commonwealth. Xwpls Xpscrod corresponds 
to év Xpsor@ Iqood in ver. 13.1 But in what sense was the 
Gentile world without Christ? According to Anselm, Calo- 
vius, Flatt, and Baumgarten-Crusius, the phrase means— 
“without the knowledge of Christ.” Olshausen, Matthies, 
and Riickert connect with the words the idea of the actual 
manifestation and energy of the Son of God, who dwelt among ~ 
the ancient people prior to His incarnation. Koppe, Meyer, 
and Meier give this thought prominence in their interpreta- 
tion— without any connection with Christ”—an exegesis, 
in an enlarged form, adopted by Stier. De Wette rightly 
gives it—“ without the promise of Christ,” and in this he has 
followed Calvin, Bucer, Bullinger, and Grotius, Harless 
takes it as a phrase concentrating in its two words the fuller 


a According to Tittmann (De Synon. p. 94), &vev Xesorod would be only—Christ 
was not with you; but yogls Xgierod is—ye were far from Christ, ywe/s referring to 
the subject as separate from the object. Not to contradict this refinement, we might 
add, that &vev, allied to in, un, ohne, might, in a general sense, signify privation; 
but xwe/s marks that privation as caused by separation. The Gentiles are viewed 
as being not merely without Him, but far away from Him. Their relation to Him 
is marked by a great interval—yoe/s. But, as Ellicott says, ‘this distinction must 
be applied with caution, when it is remembered that xwe/s is used forty times in the © 
New Testament, and évev only three times.” 


168 EPHESIANS II, 12, 


exposition of itself given in the remaining clauses of the verse. 
Now it is to be borne in mind, that the apostle’s object is to 
describe the wretched state of Gentilism, especially in contrast 
with Hebrew theocratic privilege. The Jewish nation had 
Christ in some sense in which the Gentiles had Him not. It 
had the Messiah—not Jesus indeed—but the Christ in promise. — 
He was the great subject—the one glowing, pervading promise 
of their inspired oracles. But the Gentiles were “ without 
Christ.” No such hopes or promises were made known to 
them. No such predictions were given to them, so that they 
were in contrast to the chosen seed—“ without Christ.” The 
rites, blessings, commonwealth, and covenants of old Israel 
had their origin in this promise of Messiah. On. the other 
hand, the Gentiles being without Messiah, were of necessity 
destitute of such theocratic blessings and institutions. Such 
seems to be the contrast intended by the apostle. In this 
verse he says—ywpis Xpiorod, as Xpiotés was the official 
designation embalmed in promise; but he says in ver. 13— 
év Xpiot@ Inood, for the Messiah had appeared and had 
actually become Jesus. 

dmrnaAdoTpiopévot Ths ToALTelas ToD ’lopayA— being aliens 
from the commonwealth of Israel.” The first thing to be 
examined is what is meant by the arodutela rod “Iopanr. The: 
conversatio (referring, it may be, to citizen-life) of the Vul- 
gate, Jerome, Theophylact, Vatablus, and Estius, is not to 
be thought of. As Israel was the theocratic appellation 
of the people, the zodvreda is so far defined in its meaning. 
It does not signify mere political right, as Grotius and 
Rosenmiiller secularize it; nor does it denote citizenship, 
or the right of citizenship, as Luther, Erasmus, Bullinger, 
Beza, and Michaelis understand it. Though Aristotle defines 
the word—réav tiv Todw otxotytov rd£is Tus, yet it often 
denotes the state or commonwealth itself, especially when 
followed, as here, by a possessive or synonymous genitive 
containing the people’s name. Poltt. iii.1; Xenophon, Memo- 
vabilia, ii. 1, 18; 2 Maccabees iv. 11, viii. 17, &c. “The 
commonwealth of Israel” is that government framed by God, 
in which religion and polity were so conjoined, that piety 
and loyalty were synonymous, and to fear God and honour 
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the king were the same obligation. The nation was, at the 
same time, the only church of God, and the archives of the 
country were also the records of its faith. Civil and sacred 
were not distinguished; municipal immunity was identical 
with religious privilege; and a spiritual meaning was attached 
to dress and diet, as well as to altar and temple. And this 
entire arrangement had its origin and its form in the grand 
national characteristic—the promise of Messiah. The Gen- 
tiles had not the Messiah, and therefore were not included in 
such a commonwealth. This negation is expressed by the 
strong term dmrnAdotpiwpévor. Eph. iv. 18; Col. i. 21; Ezek. 
xiv. 7; Hos.ix. 10; Homberg, Parerga, p. 291; Krebs, Ob- 
servat. p. 8326. The contrast is cvp7roAtras in the 19th verse. 
The verb itself is used by Josephus to denote a sentence of 
expatriation or.outlawry. Antig. xi. 4. May not the term 
imply a previous condition or privilege, from which there 
has been subsequent exclusion? Harless and Stier, led by 
Bengel in his note on iv. 18, hold this view. Historically, 
this interpretation cannot be maintained, indeed, as the Gen- 
tiles never were united with the actual theocracy. But if the 
term mroAtrela be used in an ideal sense, as Riickert thinks, 
meaning eine wahrhaft gédttliche Regierung— a true Divine 
government ’’—then the exegesis may be adopted. Olshausen 
finds this notion in the form of the word itself, for the heathen 
are not simply dAdorplos but amndAoTprwpévor—men who had 
been excluded from the Hebrew commonwealth. Chrysostom 
notices the word, and ascribes to it 7oANy gudacis. National 
distinction did not, indeed, exist in patriarchal times, but by 
the formation of the theocracy the other races of men were 
formally abalienated from Israel, and no doubt their own 
vices and idolatry justified their exclusion. And therefore 
they were destitute of religious privilege, knowledge of God, 
modes of accepted worship, enjoyment of Divine patronage 
and protection, oracle and prophet, priest and sacrifice. And 
still more awful— . 

kat Eévor trav Siabnkdy tis emaryyedias— and strangers 
from the covenants of the promise ’—covenants having the 
promise as their distinctive possession, and characterized by 
it. The collocation of the words forbids the exegesis of 
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Anselm, Ambrosiaster, a-Lapide, Estius, Wetstein, and Gran- 
ville Penn,! who join the two last terms to the following clause 
—‘“having no hope of the promise.” The term dsaffxas is 
used in the plural, not to show that there were distinct cove- 
nants, but to indicate covenants often renewed with the chosen 
people—the Mosaic covenant being a re-ratification of the 
Abrahamic. Rom. ix. 4. It is-erroneous, then, either to say, 
with Elsner and Wolf, that the plural merely stands for the 
singular ; or to affirm that the two tables of the law are referred 
to; or to suppose, with Harless and Olshausen, that the cove- 
nant made with the Jewish people by Moses is alone the. 
point of allusion.. The covenant founded with Abraham, 
their great progenitor, and repeated to his children and their 
offspring, was at length solemnly confirmed at Mount Sinai. 
That vopobecia succeeds dvafjxas in Rom. ix. 4, is no 
argument against the idea that there was a covenant in the 
Mosaic law. Stier restricts the covenants to those made 
with the fathers, and denies that the transactions at Mount 
Sinai were of the nature of a covenant. But the cove- 
nant was bound up in the Sinaitic code, and ratified by 
the blood of sacrifice, when Moses formally sprinkled .“ the 
book and all the people.” The covenant was made with 
Abraham, Gen. xii. 8, xxii. 18; with Isaac, Gen. xxvi. 3; 
with Jacob, Gen. xxviii. 13; with the people, Exod. xxiv. 8; 
and with David, 2 Sam. vii. 12. See also Jer. xxxi. 31-34; 
Mal. iii. 1; Rom. xi. 27. The use of the plural was common. . 
Sirach xliv. 11; Wisd. xviii. 22; 2 Mace. viii. 15. And 
when we look to this covenant in its numerous repetitions, we 
are at no loss to understand what is meant by “ the promise ” 
—the article being prefixed. The central promise here marked 
out by the article was the Messiah, and blessing by Him. That 
promise gave to these covenants all their beauty, appropriate- 
ness, and power. ‘“ Covenants of the promise” are therefore 
covenants containing that signal and specific announcement of 
an incarnate and triumphant Redeemer. To such covenants 
the heathen were strangers—£évov. This adjective is followed 
by a genitive, not as one of quality, but as one of negative 


1 Annotations to the Books of the New Covenant, in loc. 
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possession. Bernhardy, p. 171. Or see Matthiae, § 337; 
Scheuerlein, § 18,3. Thus Sophocles, dip. Tyr. 219— 
£évos Tov Adyou. This second clause represents the effect of 
the condition noted in the former clause—not only gives a 
more special view of it, as Harless too restrictedly says, but 
it also depicts the result. Being aliens from the theocracy, 
they were, eo ipso, strangers to its glorious covenants and 
their unique promise. The various readings in the MSS. 
are futile efforts to solve apparent difficulties. Another fea- 
ture was— 

éxrriSa pry éxovres— not having hope.” The subjective 
negative particle uj, so often employed with a participle, 
shows the dependence of this clause on those preceding it. 
Winer, § 55,5; Kiihner, §715; Hartung, vol. i. pp. 105-130; 
Gayler. It is an erroneous and excessive restriction to confine 
this hope to that of the resurrection, as is done by Theophylact, 
from a slight resemblance to 1 Thess. iv.13. Neither can 
we limit it to eternal blessing, with Bullinger, Grotius, and 
Meier ; nor to promised good, with Estius; nor to the redemp- 
tion, with Harless. “Enis, having the emphasis from its 
position and without the article, has the wide and usual sig- 
nificance which belongs to it in the Pauline epistles. Thus 
Wycliffe—“ not having hope of biheest.” The Ephesians 
had no hope of any blessing which cheers and comforts, no 
hope of any good either to satisfy them here, or to yield 
them eternal happiness. They had hope of nothing a sinner 
should hope for, of nothing a fallen and guilty spirit writhes 
to get a glimpse of, of nothing which the “ Israel of God” 
so confidently expected. Their future was a night without 
a star. 

kat &eoo—“ and without God”’—not “atheists” in the 
modern sense of the term, for they held some belief in a supe- 
rior power; nor yet antitheists, for many were “ feeling after 
the Lord,” and their religion, even in its polytheism, was 
proof of an instinctive devotion. ‘The word is indeed used of 
such as denied the gods of the state, by Cicero and by Plato 
—De Nat. Deor. i. 23; Opera, vol. i. p. 811, ed. Bekker, 
Lond.; but it is also employed by the Greek tragedians as an 
epithet of impious, or, as we might say, “ godless” men, It 
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occurs also in the sense “ without God’s help,” as in Sopho- 
cles, Gidipus Tyrannus, 661 :— 


"Exel dbeog &pirog 6 v1 rbwaroy 
"OrAoiwayees. 


“ Since I wish to die godless, friendless,” &c. 


Perhaps the apostle uses the term in this last sense—not so 
much without belief in God, as without any help from Him. 
Though the apostle has proved the grovelling absurdity of poly- 
theism and idolatry, and that the Gentiles sacrificed to demons 
and not to God, he never brands such blind worshippers as 
atheists. Acts xvii. 23; Rom. i. 20-25; 1 Cor. x. 20. Theo- 
doret understands by the phrase épnuos Oeoyvwoias— devoid 
of the knowledge of God;” and the apostle himself uses the 
phrase ov« eidores @edv, Gal. iv. 8. Compare 1 Thess. iv. 5; 
2 John 9. The Gentile world were without God to counsel, 
befriend, guide, bless, and save them. In this sense they were 
godless, having no one to cry to, to trust in, to love, praise, 
and serve; whereas Jehovah, in His glory, unity, spirituality, 
condescension, wisdom, power, and grace, was ever present 
to the thinking mind and the pious heart in the Israelitish 
theocracy, and the idea of God combined itself with daily 
duty as well as with solemn and Sabbatic service. 

év t@ Koopo—in the world.” The connection of this 
clause has been variously understood. Koppe refers it to the 
entire verse; and the view of Calovius is similar. Such an 
interpretation is a mere nihility, and utters no additional 
idea. Storr (Opuscula Academica, iii. p. 304) paraphrases 
—In his terris versabimini; and Flatt renders—“ Ye were 
occupied with earthly things, and had mere earthly hopes.” 
Cicumenius, Matthies, and Meier understand the clause—of 
an ungodly life. Olshausen and Stier explain—“in this 
wicked world in which we have so pressing need of a sure 
hope, and of a firm hold on the living God.” Riickert wan- 
ders far away in his ingenuity—“ In the world, of which the 
earth is a part, and which is under God’s government, ye 
lived without God, separated from God.” Bloomfield takes 
the phrase as an aggravation of their offence—“to live in 
a world made by God, and yet not to know Him.” But 
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we are inclined to take évy 7@ Koop as a separate epithet, and 
we would not regard it simply as—dnter ceteros homines 
pravos. According to Stier and Passavant, these terms crown 
the description with the blackness of darkness—“ the sin of 
sins, death in death,” and they regard it as in apposition with 
év capi. Schutze intensifies it by his translation—én per- 
ditorum hominum senting. With Harless and Calovius, we 
regard év 76 Koop as standing in contrast to the wodurela. 
The xécjos is the entire region beyond the vodcreéa, and, as 
such, is dark, hostile, and under Satan’s dominion, and, as the 
next verse mentions, it is “ far off.’ The phrase then may 
not qualify the clause immediately before it, but refer to the 
whole description, and mark out the sad position of ancient 
Heathendom. ii. 2. And all their misery sprang from their 
being “ without Christ.” Being Christless, they are described 
in regular gradation as being churchless, hopeless, godless, 
and homeless. 

(Ver. 13.) Nuvi 8é, év Xpiord. Inood—“ But now, in Christ 
Jesus.” The apostle now reverses the picture, and exhibits 
a fresh and glowing contrast. Nuvé is in contrast to év ro 
xaip@ éxeivm. The present stands in opposition to the past— 
dé “Ev Xpior@ Incod is also the joyous contrast to the pre- 
vious dark and melancholy ywpls Xpiorod. Once apart from 
Messiah, from the very idea and hope of Him, they were now 
in Him—in Him, not only as Messiah, but as Messiah em- 
bodied in the actual Jesus of Nazareth. And the phrase 
stands to this entire verse as ywpis Xpsorov does to the verse 
in which it occurs. It states adverbially the prime ground or 
reason of the subsequent declaration. But “now in Christ 
Jesus,” that is, ye being in Christ Jesus; though there is no 
reason to espouse the opinion of Luther, Calvin, Harless, and 
Stier, and supply évres to supplement the construction. We 
understand the apostle thus: But now-——through your union 
to Christ Jesus— . 

duels of mote GyTes pakpav, éyyds éyevnOnre— ye, who 
sometime were far off, became nigh. Lachmann reads—éyev7- 
Onre éyyis, but without sufficient authority. The adverbs, 
paxpdy and éyyds, had a literal and. geographical meaning 


under the old dispensation. Isaiah lvii. 19; Daniel ix. 7; 
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Acts ii. 89. The presence of Jehovah was enjoyed 'in His 
temple, and that temple was in the heart of Judea, but the 
extra-Palestinian nations were “far off’ from it, and this 
actual measurement of space naturally became the symbol of 
moral distance.t Israel was near, but non-Israel was remote, 
and would have remained so but for Jesus. His advent and 
death changed the scene, and destroyed the wide interval, as the 
apostle shows in the subsequent verses. They who had been 
“aliens from the commonwealth of Israel,” were now incor- 
porated into the spiritual community, were partakers of “a 
better covenant established on better promises,” were filled: 
with “ good hope through grace,” knew God, or rather “ were 
known of God,” and were no longer “in the world,” but of 
the “household of God.’’ The Gentile Christians enjoyed 
spiritually all that was characteristic of the Hebrew theocracy. 
As the “ true circumcision,” they were “near,” spiritually 
as near as the Israelites whom a few steps brought to the 
temple, altar, and Shechinah. The apostle, having described 
the position of the Ephesian converts as being in Christ Jesus, 
next alludes to the means by which this nearness was secured, 
and the previous distance changed into blessed propinquity— 

éy T® aiwart tod Xpecrop— “in the blood of Christ.” 
Compare i. 7, where déa is employed with a difference of view. 
The proper name, more emphatic than the simple pronoun, 
is repeated. The preposition év is sometimes used instrument- 
ally. Winer, § 48 a. Still, in such a usage, the power to 
produce tlie effect is supposed to dwell in the cause. That 
power which has changed farness into nearness, resides in the 
blood of Christ, or as Alford says, but not very precisely— 
“the blood is the symbol of a.faith in which your nearness to 
God consists.” Their being in Jesus was, moreover, the 


reason-why the blood of Christ had produced such an effect 
on them. How it.does so is explained in the next verses. 


The apostle’s object is to show that by the death of Christ 


_ } Wetstein (én loco) and Schoettgen (p. 761) have illustrated by a variety of 
examples the modes of Jewish speech on this subject.. The Jewish religionists 
speak of themselves as near, and of the heathen as remote, and when a man was 
made a proselyte he was said “to be brought near;” thus, propinquum facer'e, 
equivalent to proselytum. fucere. 
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the exclusiveness of the theocracy was abolished, that Jew and 
Gentile, by the abrogation of the Mosaic law, are placed on 
the same level, and that both, in the blood of Christ, are recon- 
ciled to God. 

The following passage is magnificent in style as well as 
idea. No wonder that the pious taste of Bengel has written 
—Ipso verborum tenore et quasi rhythmo canticum tmitatur :-— 

(Ver. 14.) Adrés yap éorw % eipivn tyuav— For He is our 
peace.” T'dp introduces the reason of the previous statement. 
There is peculiar force in the adrds. It is not simply “ He,” 
but “ He himself”—“ He truly,” or “‘ He and none other.” 
Winer, § 22,4. The av cannot, as Locke supposes, refer 
to converted Gentiles, but to Jew and Gentile alike. In its 
widest sense, as this paragraph teaches, “ Christ is the peace,” 
and not merely peacemaker ; the Author of it, for He “ makes 
both one,” and “ reconciles them to God ;” the Basis of it, for 
He has “ abolished the enmity in His flesh,” and “ by His 
cross;” the Medium of it, for “through Him we both have 
access to the Father;’’ and the Proclaimer of it, for “He 
came and preached peace.” For such reasons Paul may have 
used the abstract personified form—eipyjvn. “ He himself,” 
says Olshausen, followed by Stier, “in His essence is peace.” 
Yet we question if this be the apostolic idea, for the apostle 
illustrates in the following verses, not the essence, but the 
operations of Christ, ‘This peace is now stated by the inspired 
writer to be peace between Jew and Gentile viewed as anta- 
gonist races, and peace between them both united and God. 
The first receives fullest illustration, as it fell more imme- 
diately within the scope of the apostle’s design. Gentiles are 
no longer formally excluded from religious privilege and 
blessing, and Jewish monopoly is for ever overthrown. And 
it is Christ-— 

6 Tomoas Ta auhorepa év—“ who made both one.” The 
participle is modal in sense, and ra dudorepa are clearly the 
_ two races, Jew and Gentile, and not, as Stier and others main- 
tain, man and God also. The words are the abstract neuter 
(Winer, § 27, 5), and in keeping also is the following 
adjective é. Jew and Gentile are not changed in race, nor 
amalgamated in blood, but they are “ one” in point of pri- 
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vilege and position toward God. The figure employed by 
Chrysostom is very striking :—“ He does not mean that He 
has elevated us to that high dignity of theirs, but He has 
raised both us and them to one still higher. ... . I will 
give you an illustration. Let us imagine that there are two 
statues, one of silver and the other of lead, and then that both 
shall be melted down, and the two shall come out gold. So 
thus He has made the two one.” And this harmony is 
effected in the following way— - 

kal Td peadrouyov Tot ppayywod Awcas— and broke down 
the middle wall of partition ””—paries intergerinus. Kaz is 
explanatory of the foregoing clause, and precedes a descrip- 
tion of the mode in which “ both were made one.” Winer, 
§ 53, 3 obs. We see no reason to take the genitive—rod 
dpayuod—as that of apposition; nor could we, with Piscator, 
change the clause into rov dpaypov Tod pecdtotyov. It is, as 
De Wette calls it, the genitive of subject or possession—the 
middle wall which belonged to the fence or was an essential 
part of it. Donaldson, 454, a,a. paryyds does not, however, 
signify “ partition ;”’ it rather denotes inclosure. The Mosaic 
law was often named by the Rabbins a hedge—xp. Buxtorf, 
Lex. Talmud. sub voce. What allusion the apostle had in 
peoororyoy has been much disputed. Dismissing the opinion 
of Wagenseil, that it refers to the vail hung up before a royal 
or a bridal chamber; and that of Gronovius, that it signifies 
such partitions as in a large city, inhabited by persons of 
different nations, divide their respective boundaries, very much 
as the Jewish Ghetto is walled off in European capitals—we 
may mention the popular view of many interpreters, that the 
allusion is to the wall or parapet which in Herod’s temple 
severed the court of the Jews from that of the Gentiles. The 
Jewish historian records that on this wall was inscribed the 
prohibition—pm Setv arrAOpvrov évrds Tod aryiov capeivas. 
Joseph. Antig. xv. 11; Bellum Jud. v.2. Such is the idea of ' 
Anselm, Wetstein, Holzhausen, Bengel, and Olshausen. Tyn- _ 
dale translates—“ The wall that was a stop bitwene vs.” The 
notion is quite plausible, but nothing more; for, 1. There is 
no proof that such a wall ever received this appellation. 
2. That wall described by Josephus was an unauthorized 


EPHESIANS II. 15. 177 


fencé or separation. There was another wall that separated 
even the Jewish worshippers from the court of the priests. 
- 8. Nor could the heathen party in the Hphesian church be 
supposed to be conversant with the plan of the sacred fane in 
Jerusalem. 4. And the allusion must have been very inap- 
posite, because at the time the epistle was written, that wall 
was still standing, and was not broken down till eight years 
afterwards. So that, with many expositors, we are inclined 
to think that the apostle used a graphic and intelligible figure, 
without special allusion to any part of the architecture of the 
temple, unless perhaps to the vail. But such a primary allu- 
sion to the vail as Alford supposes is not in harmony at all 
with the course of thought, for it was not a bar between Jew 
and Gentile, but equally one between them both and God, 
and could not be identified with the enmity of race which 
sprang from the ceremonial law, as described in the next 
verse. Any social usage, national peculiarity, or religious 
exclusiveness, which hedges round one race and shuts out all 
others from its fellowship, may be called a “ middle wall of 
partition ;” and such was the Mosaic law. Avoas— Having 
pulled down,” is a term quite in unison with the figure. 
John ti. 19. Having pulled down— 

(Ver. 15.) Trav éyOpav—“ To wit, the enmity.” These 
words might be governed by Xwoas without incongruity, as 
Wetstein has abundantly shown. And perhaps we may say 
with Stier, they are so; for if they be taken as governed by 
katapyyoas, as in our version and that of Luther, the sentence 
is intricate and confused. Tijv éy@pav— the enmity,” pro- 
-verbial and well known, is in apposition to perorouyop ; 
“having broken down what formed the wall of separation, to 
wit, the hatred.” This éy@pa is not in any direct or promi- 
nent sense hatred toward God, as Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Cicumenius, and Harless suppose, for it is not the apostle’s 
present design to speak of this enmity. His object is to 
show first how Jew and Gentile are reconciled. Some again, 
like Photius and Cocceius, imagine that hatred between Jew 
and Gentile, and also hatred of man to God, are contained in 
the word. This hypothesis only complicates the apostle’s 
argument, which is marked by precision and simplicity. The 

N 


178 EPHESIANS IT. 15. 


arguments advanced by Ellicott in defence of this hypothesis 
are not satisfactory ; for the phrases—“ who hath made both 
one,” “wall of partition,” “law of commandments,” or 
Mosaic code—plainly refer to the position of Jew and Gen- 
tile, and reconciliation with God is afterwards and formally: 
introduced. At the same time, the idea of enmity towards God 
could not be absent from the apostle’s mind, for this enmity 
of race had its origin and tincture from enmity towards God. 
Nor can we accede to the interpretation of Theodoret, Calvin, 
Bucer, Grotius, Meier, Holzhausen, Olshausen, and Cony- 
beare, who understand by the éy@pa the ceremonial law, as 
the ground of the enmity between Jew and Gentile. The 
objection of Stier, however, that to represent law as the cause 
of enmity is saying too much, as it leaves nothing for the 
other factor the flesh—is, as Turner says, not very forcible. 
We prefer, with Erasmus, Vatablus, Estius, Riickert, and. 
Meyer, to take the term in its plain significance, as the con- 
trast of e¢p7vn, and as denoting the actual, existing enmity of 
Israel and non-Israel—an enmity of which the ceremonial 
law was the virtual but innocent occasion. It was this hatred 
which rose like a party wall, and kept both races at a dis- 
tance. Deep hostility lay in their bosoms; the Jew looked 
down with supercilious contempt upon the Gentile, and the 
Gentile reciprocated and scowled upon the Jew as a haughty 
and heartless bigot. Ample evidence is afforded of this 
mutual alienation. Insolent scorn of the Gentiles breaks out 
in many parts of the New Testament (Acts xi. 3, xxii. 22; 
1 Thess. ii. 15), while the pages of classic literature show how 
fully the feeling was repaid." This rancour formed of neces- 


1 When Haman wished to destroy the Jews, he impeached them as a strange 
people whose “laws are diverse from all people.” (Esther iii. 8.) Tacitus says :— 
Moyses, quo sibi in posterum gentem firmaret, novos ritus contrariosque ceteris 


mortalibus indidit. Profana illic omnia que apud nos sacra. . . . . Cetera 
instituta sinistra, foeda, pravitate valuere. . . . . Apud ipsos fides obstinata, 
misericordia in promptu, sed adversus omnes alios odium, . . . . Projectis- 


sima ad libidinem gens, alienarum concubitu abstinent, inter se nihil illicitum. 
Judeorum mos absurdus sordidusque, (Histor. v. 4, 5.) 
And Juvenal sings:—- 


Nil preeter nubes, et cwli numen adorant 
Nec distare putant humana carne suillam, &c. 
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sity a middle wall of partition, but Jesus, who is our peace, 
hath broken it down. The next sentence gives the requisite 
explanation— 

év TH capKl abrod Tov vopov Tdv évTor@ év Soywacw KaTap- 
yjoas— having abolished in His flesh the law of command- 
ments in ordinances.” The course of thought runs thus: 
Christ is our peace. Then there follows first a statement of 
the fact, Jew and Gentile are made one ; the mode of operation 
is next described, for He has quenched their mutual hatred, 
and He has done this in the only effectual way, by removing 
its cause—the Mosaic law. The words—év tH capxt adrod 
cannot refer to éy@pa, as the clause is pointed by Lachmann, 
as Chrysostom and Ambrose quote, and as Bugenhagen and 
Schultess argue, giving odp& the sense of kinsfolk—hatred 
existing among his own people; or as Cocceius, who adopts 
that view of the connection, renders—donec appareret in 
carne. Such a construction would require the insertion of 
the article r#. dp£ cannot bear such’a meaning here, and 
the enmity, moreover, was not confined to the Jews; it was 
not all on their side. Nor can we, with Theodoret, Gicume- 
nius, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, Riickert, 
and Matthies, join the phrase to Aveas, as it is more natural, 
and in better harmony with the course of thought, to annex 
them to catapyjoas, as explanatory of the means or manner 
of the abolition. This last opinion is that of Harless, Ols- 
hausen, Meier, Meyer, and De Wette. dp£ is Christ’s 
humanity, but not that’ humanity specially in its Jewish 
blood and lineage, as Hofmann contends—as if because He 
died as a Jew, His death secured that participation in His 
kingdom did not depend on Israelitism. Karapyjoas means 
“having made void ”—“ having superseded.” Rom. iii. 31. 

The phrase Tov vouov rdv évtoddy év Soypace is a graphic 


Horace sneers at them, too:— 

Hodie tricesima sabbata, vin’ tu 
Curtis Judexis oppedere. (Satir. Lib. I. ix. 70.) 

Diodorus Siculus speaks of their institutions as—re picdvWewme wail regdvopece €On. 
(Lib, xxxiv.) Shakspeare’s “Shylock” was the universal picture of a Jew in 
times not very distant from our own, and still, alas! the Jew is a “hissing and a 
proverb.” , 
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description of the ceremonial law. But the meaning and — 
connection of év déyuace have been disputed :—I. It has been 
regarded as the means by which the law has been abolished, 
-to wit, “ by doctrines’”’—Christian doctrines or precepts. Such 
is the reading of the Arabic and Vulgate, the Syriac being 
doubtful; and such is the view of Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Estius, Zeger, a~-Lapide, Bengel, Holzhausen, 
Scholz, and Fritzsche—Disser. ad 2 Cor. p.168. Winer in his 
third edition proposed this view, but renounced it in the fourth. 
‘Thus Chrysostom says—Sdédyyata yap canel thy wiotw. Theo- 
doret and Theophylact as usual follow him, while dicumenius 
vindicates the use of the word as applied to Christ’s teaching, 
by quoting from the sermon on the mount such phrases as “I 
say unto you,” these being proofs of authoritative diction, and 
warranting the truth propounded to be called Séyua. To this 
theory there are insuperable objections—1. The participle in 
‘this case would have two connected words introduced alike by 
év. 2. The sense given to ddyya is wholly unbiblical. Adypa 
is equivalent to the participial form—ro dedoypévov, and has 
its apparent origin in the common phrase which prefaced a 
proclamation or statute—édofe 7 Aa@ Kal TH Bovry. In the 
New Testament it signifies decree, and is applied, Luke ii. 1, 
to the edict of Cesar, and in Acts xvii. 7 it occurs with 
a similar. reference. But not only does it signify imperial 
statute, it is also the name given to the decrees of the eccle- 
siastical council in Jerusalem. Acts xvi. 4. It is found too, 
in the parallel passage in Col. ii. 14. In the Septuagint its 
meaning is the same; and in the sense first quoted, that of 
royal mandate, it is frequently used in the book of Daniel. 
To give the term here the meaning of Christian doctrine or 
precept, is to annex a signification which it did not bear till 
long after the age of the apostles. It is finical and out of . 
place on the part of Grotius to suppose that Paul used a phi- 
losophical term to describe the tuition of the great Teacher, 
because he might be writing to persons skilled in the idiom 
of philosophical speech. 3. It is not the testimony of Scrip- 
ture that Jesus by his teaching abolished the ceremonial law, 
but the uniform declaration is, that the shadowy economy was 
abrogated in His death. 4. The phrase év Séyyace is too 
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general to have in itself such a direct meaning, and avrod, or 
some distinctive appendage, must have been added, did the 
words bear the sense we are attempting to refute. 

II. Harless, Olshausen, and von Gerlach connect év déypace 
with xatapyjoas, but in a different way. They understand 
év Séypyace as describing one peculiar phase of the Mosaic law, 
in which phase Jesus abolished it. The phrase is supposed 
by them to represent the commanding aspect of the law, and 
so far as these Séyuara are concerned, the law has been abro- 
gated. ‘“ Waving abolished as to its ordinances—Satzungen— 
the law of commandments,” that is, the law of commandments 
is still in force, but its Séyuara are set aside. In this view 
those scholars were preceded by Crellius—non de tota lege sed 
ejus parte que dogmata continebat. Von Gerlach understands 
the “ condemning power” of the law to be abolished. But it 
is rather of the Levitical than of the moral law, that the 
apostle is speaking. But, surely, to show us that Soypuara is 
a part of the vouos, the article ro’s shonld have been prefixed, 
- or an adjective should have been added. Besides, the spirit 
of the apostle’s doctrine is, that the entire law is abrogated, 
and not a mere section of it. The whole Mosaic institute was 
fulfilled in the death of Jesus. Hofmann’s idea somewhat 
similar—that Christ has put an end to ddyuara, statutes, 
“Satzungen”—is, as Meyer says, contradicted by many parts 
of the New Testament. Rom. iii. 27; Gal. vi. 2. Nay, out 
of it might be developed an antinomian theory. Gal. ii. 18; 
Col. ii. 14. . 

III. The correct junction of the phrase év dSdypyace is with 
vonov Tov évrokav. Had it referred to vouos alone, one would 
have expected the article to be repeated —vduov rdv évToA@v Tov 
ev Soyuaot. This is in general the view of Erasmus, Calvin, 
Beza, Rollock, Bodius, Crocius, and Zanchius in former times, 
and in more recent times of Theile,’ Tholuck, Riickert, Meier, 
De Wette, Meyer, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Matthies. Winer, 
§ 31, 10, note 1. The ceremonial institute is named vdpos, as 
it was a code sanctioned by supreme legislative authority. 
But, as a code, it comprised a prodigious number of minute, 


1 Winer’s Greek Gram. § 31, 7, 1, 5th edition. Hweget. Stud. 1, 183. 
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varied, and formal regulations or prescriptions—évroAal, the 
genitive being that of contents; while the phrase év déyyace 
defines the nature of these évroAai, for they were déyuara— 
issued under divine sanction, and resting on the immediate 
will of God; and. they had constant reference to health, 
business, and pleasure, as well as to divine service. They 
were ordonnances—proclamations in the name of God. In an 
especial sense, the ceremonial institute seemed good to God— 
Soxe?, and it became a ddyya. It was not a moral law, having 
its origin and basis in the divine nature, and therefore un- 
changed and unchangeable, binding the loftiest creatures and 
most distant worlds; but a positive law, having its foundation 
simply in the divine will, established for a period among one 
people, and then, its purpose being served among them, to be 
set aside. Viewed as an organic whole, the Mosaic institute 
was vou“os—a law; analyzed and looked upon in its separate 
constituents, it was vouos évroA@y ; and when these évrova/ 
are inspected in their essence and authority, they are found to 
be déyuara—to be obeyed, because the divine Dictator was 
pleased to enjoin them. The article, therefore, is not prefixed 
to d0ypzacr, which is descriptive of the form and authority 
of those statutory regulations, the phrase representing one 
connected idea. Winer, § 20,2. The é& is not to be taken 
for ctv, as Heinsius and Flatt take it, nor can it signify 
propter, a8 Morus renders it. . Now, this legal apparatus was 
abolished “in His flesh,” that is, in His incarnate state, 
especially by the death which in that state He endured. The 
language of Ambrosiaster is appropriate—legem que data erat 
Judeis in cireumcisione et in neomeniis et in escis et in sacrifictis 
et in sabbatis evacuavit. By the abrogation of the Mosaic 
institute, the éy@pa was destroyed, and the party wall, which 
separated Palestine from the great outfield of the world, laid. 
low. Difference of race no longer exists, and Abrahamic dis- 
tinction is lost in the wider and earlier Adamic descent. 

The apostle now states more fully the purpose of the abro- 
gation of the old law— 

iva tovs 800 xricn év éauT@ cis &a Kawdv avOpwmov— 
« that He might create the two.in Himself into one new 
man.” This clause is no mere repetition of the preceding 
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declaration—“ Who hath made both one.” It is more special 
and distinctive in its description. The two races are per- 
sonified, and they are formed not into one man, but into one 
new man. Kawés dv@pwros is found elsewhere as an epithet 
descriptive of spiritual change, as in iv. 24; 2 Cor. v. 17; 
Gal. vi. 15; Col. iii. 10. The phrase is very different from 
the novus homo of the Latins, and therefore Wetstein’s learned 
array of qugtations from Roman authors is wholly useless. 
And the idea of moral renovation is not to be so wholly 
excluded here as some critics argue. One new man—both 
races being now enabled to realize the true end of humanity ; 
Gentile and Jew not so joined that old privilege is merely 
divided among them. The Gentile is not elevated to the 
position of the Jew—a position which he might have obtained 
by becoming a proselyte under the law; but Jew and Gentile 
together are both raised to a higher platform than the circum- 
cision ever enjoyed. The Jew profits by the repeal of the 
law, as well as the Gentile. Now he needs to provide no 
sacrifice, for the One victim has bled; the fires of the altar 
may be smothered, for the Lamb of God has been offered; the 
priest, throwing off his sacred vestments, may retire to weep 
over a torn vail and shattered temple, for Jesus has passed 
through the heaven “into the presence of God for us;” the 
water of the “ brazen sea”? may be poured out, for believers 
enjoy the washing of regeneration; and the lamps of the 
golden candelabrum have flickered and died, for the church 
enjoys the enlightening influences of the Holy Spirit. Spi- 
ritual blessing in itself, and not merely pictured in type, is 
possessed by the Jew as well as the Gentile. The Jew gains 
by the abolition of a law that so restricted him to time, place, 
and typical ceremony in the worship of God. As unity of 
privilege distinguishes both races, and that alike, they are 
formed into one man, and as that unity and privilege are to 
both a novelty, they are shaped into one new man. And this 
metamorphosis is effected év éaur@ (A, B, F, have airé)—not 
6 éavrov, as Gicumenius has it; nor per doctrinam suam, as 
Grotius paraphrases it; nor is the phrase synonymous with 
“in His flesh.” It signifies in union with Himself, or, as 
Chrysostom illustrates—“ laying one hand on the Jew and 
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the other on the Gentile, and Himself being in the midst.” 
This harmony of race is effected by the union of both with 
Christ; that is to say, the unconverted Jew and the unbe- 
lieving Gentile may be, and are, at enmity still, but when 
they are united 1o Christ, they both feel the high and novel 
place which His abrogation of the law has secured for them. 
Both are elevated to loftier and purer privilege than the old 
theocracy could ever have conferred. ‘ 

 qotey etpnvnv—" making peace.” This efenvn must be the 
peace described—peace with Jew and Gentile; not, as Harless 
holds, “ peace with God,” nor, as Chrysostom takes it, with 
Alford and Ellicott, “ peace with God and with one another” 
—apos Tov Gedy kal arpos ddAdHAovs, for peace with God is in 
the order of thought, the formal theme of the next verse, 
although both results spring together from the same work of 
Christ. The present participle, referring back to adrds, is 
used, because it does. not, like the aorist in the next clause, 
express a reason for the result contained in the «rion, but it 
is contemporaneous with it. The participle covers the entire 
process—abolition of enmity, abrogation of law, and creation 
of the new person; for in the whole of it Jesus is “ making 
peace.” Scheuerlein, § 31,2 a. There is yet a higher aim— 

(Ver. 16.) Kat daroxaradrdén rods dpdorépous év évt 
copatt TS Oco—“ And that. He might reconcile the twain 
in one body to God.” This verse indicates another and 
separate purpose of the annulment of the Jaw. Not only are 
Jew and Gentile to be incorporated, but both are to be united 
to God. This idea is not, as Olshausen intimates, virtually 
identical with that of the preceding clause. It is a thought 
specifically different, and yet closely united. Indeed the idea 
of the preceding clause to some extent presupposes it. The 
two acts, mutual union and Divine reconciliation, are contem- 
porancous, 

The principal difference of opinion regards the phrase—év évt 
ocopatt; viz. whether it refer to united Jew and Gentile, or to the 
one humanity of Christ. ‘The latter opinion is held by Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Beza, Crocius, Bengel, Riickert, Harless, 
Matthies, and Hofmann, Schraft. ii. 879; but it is untenable. 
' For, 1. The order of the words would indicate another meaning 
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—tovs ducortépous év évl capaTt— the two in one body,”’ the 
very truth which the apostle had been illustrating and enforc- 
ing. He views the union as effected—does not now say Tovs 
dv0, but names the united races—the twain in one body. The 
els Kawvos dvOpwioes is viewed as & c@ua. Photius explains 
it—Sid ody Tov ev évl coparr, Thy wWpds ArAproUS eudalver 
kataddayjv. 2. If the phrase refer to Christ’s humanity, 
then the words must be understood of that humanity offered 
as an oblation, The meaning would be much the same as 
that of 8a rod oravpod, and the same idea would be again 
and again repeated in the paragraph. But, 3. Why should 
Christ’s body be called His one body? why attach such an 
epithet to His single humanity ? and we should have expected 
an avrov to have specified the possessor of the body, even 
though the idea should be—‘ one body’’—they in Him 
enjoying fellowship with God. It appears better, then, to 
adopt the other exegesis, and to take the phrase as meaning 
Jew and Gentile incorporated. Such is the view of icume- 
nius, Pelagius, Anselm, Erasmus, Calvin, Hstius, Meier, 
Meyer, Olshausen, De Wette, and Baumgarten-Crusius. 
Besides what we have said in its favour, this idea is in 
harmony with the context, and with what is advanced in the 
next chapter. 1 Cor. xii, 12, 20, 27; Col. iii. 15. In the 
apostle’s idiom the phrase is confined to the church; for the 
church in the preceding chapter is affirmed to be His body. 
In that body there is no schism, and though it is made up of 
two different races, it is yet but one body. So that the év évi 
ompatt of this verse is in agreement with éy évt wvevpare of 
the 18th verse. 

The action is defined by the verb aroxatrahidén. The 
double compound is found only in Col. i. 20,21. The dzré in 
composition with the verb may either signify “ again,” as'Pas- 
sow, Harless, Olshausen, and Ellicott affirm, which is perhaps 
doubtful; or it may strengthen the original signification, as 
seen in such words as drrepydfopas, dmoOvycKkw, atréyo. 
Much has been written on the difference between dvadrAdoow 
and xaradAdoow. Verbs compounded with did have often a 
mutuality of signification, but they cease in many instances 
to bear such a distinction. Katadddeow is not practically 
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different from diad\Adoo, and so Passow holds (sub voce) that 
katadAdoow in the middle voice signifies—sich unter einander 
verséhnen—* to effect a mutual reconciliation.” The radical 
idea is to cause enmity to cease—to make up friendship again ; 
but the mode, time, and form of reconciliation must be learned 
from the context. The meaning of the apostle is not that 
Jew and Gentile have been reconciled into one body by the 
cross. Such, indeed, is the view of Gucumenius, Photius, 
Anselm, Calvin, a~Lapide, and Grotius, but it gives the év the 
sense of eis, and takes away the full force of the dative—ré 
cd, making it mean—ut Deo serviant. But r@ Ges, as in 
other passages where the words occur, defines the person with 
whom the reconciliation has been secured, while év év) copare 
describes the result of a contemporaneous but minor unity 
between the two races. Winer, § 56,5. It is probable, how- 
ever, that év and eis were originally one—évs, like wels—pév. 
Donaldson’s New Cratylus, § 170. 
Reconciliation to God is not the removal in the first 
instance of man’s enmity toward God, but Jesus reconciles 
us to God by turning away the divine anger from us. As, © 
in 1 Sam. xxix. 4, David was supposed to “reconcile himself” 
to his master by doing some feat to secure his favour, so Jesus 
reconciles us to God by the propitiation which He presented 
to God, and through which He is enabled even as a righteous 


1 Tittmann has entered at length into the discussion in his book on the Synonymes 
of the New Testament. According to him, ds«aaéeow refers to the cessation of 
mutual enmity, and z«rcaaAéeow is employed in cases where the enmity has existed 
only on one side. The passage which he refers to in Matthew will not bear out 
such a distinction as he enforces. Matt. v. 28, 24. “If thou bring thy gift to the 
altar, and there rememberest that thy brother hath ought against thee, leave there thy 
gift before the altar, and go thy way ; first be reconciled to thy brother "—diacarardynts 
vi &beaga. But “be reconciled to thy brother” is plainly not—Cease to be at 
ennity with him, as if you had hated him, and need your own ill-will also to be 
quenched; for the supposition is not ‘Thou hast ought against thy brother,” but 
it is “If thy brother has ought against thee.” Be reconciled to him, that is, induce 
him to lay aside his quarrel against thee. At the same time, while such a philo- 
logical argument may be maintained, it is not the less true that mutual agreement 
is the result. The phrase—‘‘ Thy brother hath ought against thee,” implies that 
something had been done justly to offend him, and that, upon explanation or 
apology, his good-will was to be restored. Tholuck (Bergpredigt, p. 192) has well 
exposed the futility of Tittmann’s subtle distinction. Usteri, Lehrb. p. 102; Fritzsche, 
“Ad Rom. i. p. 276. 
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God to justify the ungodly. This statement is proved by 
the phrase—éva tod otravpot—for the cross has reconcili- 
ation to God for its immediate object. Restoration to the 
divine favour is the primary and peculiar work of the great 
High Priest, “who offered Himself without spot to God.” 
A sacrifice had always reference to the guilt of the offerer, 
and it averted that penalty which a righteous governor might 
justly inflict. Another proof of our position is found in ver. 
18, in which the result of this peace is declared to be “ access 
to the Father,” which has been created by the blood of the 
atonement. True, indeed, God is love, but the provision of 
an atonement is the glorious expression of it. And His 
government must be upheld in its majesty; for the pardon, 
without any peculiar provision, of all who break a law, is 
tantamount.to its repeal. ‘The fact of an atonement seems to 
prove its own necessity. God has shown infinite love to the 
sinner, and. infinite hatred to his sin, in the sufferings of the 
cross, so that we tremble at His severity, while we are in the 
arms of His mercy. The justice of the great Lawgiver is of 
unchanging claim and perpetuity. The reader will find in 
Dr. Owen’s dissertation on “ Divine Justice’! many striking 
remarks on the theory that sin might be pardoned by a mere 
act of grace on God’s part, apart from any satisfaction to his 
justice—a theory vindicated even by Samuel Rutherford and 
Mr. Prolocutor Twisse. Jew and Gentile are thus reconciled 
to God, and the same act which gives them social unity, con- 
fers upon them oneness with God, for the abrogation of the 
ceremonial law was in itself the glorification of the moral law, 
in the presentation of a perfect obedience to it, and in the 
endurance of its penalty. 

dmoxretvas thy éyOpav év abr@—* having slain the enmity 
in it.” The enmity referred to has been variously under- 
stood. But éy@pa cannot exist on God’s part, for what He 
feels toward sin is dpy7. That it signifies human enmity 
towards God, is the opinion of many, while others connect 
with this idea also hatred between Jew and Gentile. But if 
our view of the nature of reconciliation be correct, and we 


1 Works, vol. x. p. 495. Edin. 1853. 
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agree with Meyer, Olshausen, and De Wette, this last can 
hardly be meant. It is not of man’s hatred the apostle speaks, 
but of God propitiated. Besides, the participle dzoxtetvas 
describes an action which precedes that of its verb aroxaran- 
r~AaEn—“ and that, having slain the enmity, He might recon- 
cile both in one body to God.” Bernhardy, p. 382. The 
occurrence of the word éy@pa here is one of Alford’s principal 
arguments for giving it the extended sense of enmity toward 
God, as well as enmity between the two races. But the argu- 
ment will not hold, for—1. The slaying of the enmity being an 
act prior to the reconciliation, refers to the sentiments of the pre- 
ceding verses—the enmity between Jew and Gentile. 2. The 
word éy@pa has special reference to the phrase—ép évt c@pare 
—and having slain the enmity between them, he might 
reconcile them both in one body unto God.” 3. The stress ° 
lies on tovs audortépovs év évi couart—the twain are in one 
body as they are in the act of being reconciled—the previous 
enmity between them being subdued. 4. The idea of union 
between the races fills the apostle’s mind, as is plain from 
the first half of the following chapter—that is, by the abro- 
gation of the Levitical law the Gentiles come into a new 
relationship and new privileges. These the apostle dwells on 
and glories in. 

The Vulgate renders év att@—in semet ipso, and Luther 
—in sich selbst, with which the reading év éavr@ coincides, 
and which is naturally vindicated by such exegets as Bengel, 
Semler, Hofmann, and others, who refer to c@pare as the 
antecedent, and understand by cwua Christ’s humanity. But 
the more natural interpretation is to refer the pronoun to Tod 
otaupov. The Syriac reads—“ and by His cross has slain 
the enmity.” The word dzoxreivas, as Grotius suggests, . 

seems to have been employed because the cross referred to 
was an instrument of death. The cross which slew Jesus 
slew this hostility ; His death was the death of that animosity 
which rose up between Israel and non-Israel like a wall of 
separation. 

(Ver. 17.). Kal dOav evayyedicaro eipyyyv— And having 
come He preached peace.” “ Peace,” in this clause, is to be 
taken in its widest acceptation ; that peace which had just 
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been described—peace between Jew and Gentile, and peace 
between both and God. It is an error in Chrysostom to - 
restrict it to peace with God, and in Meyer, De Wette, and 
Olshausen apparently, to confine it to peace between the two 
races. The clause plainly carries us back: to ver. 14—“ for 
He himself is our peace,” and the apostle then proceeds to 
explain the two kinds of peace. The following verse also 
proves our view. “ For,” says the apostle, “we both have 
access to the Father.” And that peace was good tidings, as 
the verb implies. The middle voice was used also by the 
earlier writers. Phrynichus, ed-Lobeck, p. 266. Ka/ does 
not simply indicate that this clause follows in idea the 
announcement—adros yap éorw 4 ecipivn judv, as if the 
intervening verses were parenthetical in their nature. For 
these intermediate verses expound the starting proposition, 
and the verse before us continues the illustration. Peace 
was first secured, and then peace was proclaimed. The 
publication of the peace is ascribed to Jesus equally with its 
procurement—xal é\Owv. The notion of Raphelius, Grotius, 
Koppe, and others, that these words are superfluous, is alto- 
gether an inaccurate and negligent exegesis. The “coming” 
referred to is plainly not to be restricted to His personal 
manifestation in flesh, as Chrysostom, Anselm, Estius, Holz- 
hausen, Matthies, and Harless argue, for here it is an event 
posterior to the crucifixion; as it is a coming to proclaim 
what the death on the cross had secured. Nor can we, with 
Riickert and Bengel, restrict the coming to the resurrection 
of Jesus. As little can we hold the sense realized in our 
Lord’s personal preaching, as is the hypothesis of Beza and 
Calovius, for “Jesus Christ was a minister of the circumcision 
only.” He illustrated this truth to the Syrophenician woman, 
and His instructions during His life to His apostles were— 
“Go not into the way of the Gentiles.” We would not confine 
the “coming,” with Olshausen and Meyer, to His advent by the 
Spirit ; nor, with Calvin, identify it wholly with the mission 
of the apostles, for these both are included. Christ brought 
peace to the Ephesian Christians by means of this Spirit in 
the apostles—qui facit per alium, facit per se. The preaching 
of the apostles having the truth of Christ for its theme, the 
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commission of Christ for its authority, and the Spirit of Christ 
for its seal and crowning distinction, may surely in its doc- 
trines and triumphs be ascribed to the exalted Lord and 
King of the church, the one origin and sole. dispenser of 
‘“ Prace.” The apostle felt that his gifts and graces were of 
Christ’s bestowment—that all his opportunities and successes 
were the results of Christ’s presence and power—that his 
whole message was from Christ and about Him—that not 
only was the peace which he announced secured in Christ’s 
mediation and death, but that also his very journeys to pro- 
claim it were prompted and shaped by Him; and therefore 
all being Christ’s, from the inspiration that moved his heart 
to the secret and irresistible influence that prescribed his 
missionary tours; his whole work in its every element being 
so truly identified with Christ—he humbly retired into the 
shade, that Christ might have all the glory: and therefore he 
writes—“ and He came and preached peace to you.” This 
interpretation appears to us more direct and harmonious than 
that of Harless, who regards this verse as a parallel to ver. 14, 
as if the meaning were—“ Christ is peace ‘in deed’ (ver. 14), 
and also ‘in word’” (ver. 17). This would be an anti-climax, 
for surely the creation of peace was a greater work than its 
disclosure. And then the two ideas are not parallel. In the 
former case, Jesus personally and immediately secured peace ; 
in the latter case it was only mediately, and by others, that 
he proclaimed it. Harless, indeed, regards é\Oav generally 
as denoting Christ’s appearance upon earth, as in John i. 9, 
11; iii. 19, &c. Our objection to such a view is, that Christ’s 
appearance on earth was as necessary to the making of peace 
as to its proclamation, and more so, as is implied in the 
phrases— in His flesh,” and “ by the cross,”’ nay, “ those who 
were nigh,” or those who heard Christ in person, are placed 
last in the enumeration. Jesus, too, had left the earth ere this 
peace was formally published by His heralds. Moreover, the 
coming is plainly marked as posterior to the effecting of 
‘peace. As the preaching to the Ephesians is here as distinctly 
ascribed to Jesus as the coming, both must be understood in a 
similar way. Similar phraseology is found in Acts xxvi. 23; 
John x. 16. And the peace was preached— 
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opty rots paxpav Kab eipjnuny Tots éyyds— to you who were 
far off, and peace to them who were nigh.” ‘The dative is 
governed by the previous verb, and the second eépyjvnv has, 
on the authority of A, B, E, F, G, and of several versions and 
fathers, been received by Lachmann and Tischendorf into the 
text. Isa. lvii. 19. The repetition is emphatic. Rom. iii. 81, 
vill. 15; 2 Cor. ii. 16. The idea contained in paxpay has 
been already explained under ver. 13. The Gentiles are here 
placed first; the apostle of the Gentiles magnified his office. 
Though those “ who were nigh” were the first who heard the 
proclamation based on the commission—“ beginning at Jeru- 
salem,” yet those “ who were afar off” are mentioned first, as 
they had so deep an interest in the tidings, and as the invita- 
tion of Gentiles into the church—a theme the apostle delighted 
in, proving, as it did, the abolition of class privileges, and the 
commencement of an unrestricted economy—was the result 
and proof of the truths illustrated in this paragraph. 

(Ver. 18.) “Ore 8’ adrod éyopuev thy mpocaywyjy of dpco- 
tepor—" For by Him we both have access ’—access specially 
theirs, as the article intimates. The 67v does not mark the 
‘contents of the message of peace, as Morus, Baumgarten, 
Koppe, and Flatt imagine; nor yet its essence, as Riickert 
maintains: but it points out its proof and result. Peace has 
been made, and has also been proclaimed, for, as the effect of 
it, and as the demonstration of its reality —“‘ by Him we both 
have access.” Calvin well explains it—probatio est ab effectu. 
IIpocaywy7, formed with the Attic reduplication from dye, is 
“introduction,” entrance into the divine presence—an allu- 
sion, according to some, to approach into the presence of a 
king by the medium of a mpocarywryets—sequester (Bos, Obser- 
vat. p. 149); according to others, to the entrance of the priest 
. into the presence of God. Herodotus, ii. 58. Rom. v. 2; and 
see under iii. 12. Whichever of these allusions be adopted, 
or whether the word be used in its proper signification, the 
meaning is apparent, the word being used probably in its 
original and transitive sense—not access secured, but intro- 
duction. enjoyed, and which we are having, that is, have and 
keep. It is something more than @dpa, John x. 9. Free 
approach to God is the result of reconciliation. 1 Pet. iii. 18. 
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Those who were “ far off” can now draw “nigh.” The Divine 
Being is not clothed in thunder—no barrier stands between 
Him and us, for all legal obstacles are removed; so that 
the soul which feels peace with God'can come into His 
sacred presence without shrinking or tremor. It approaches 
by Christ—év adrod ; and the emphasis from their position 
lies on these words. Our frail humanity realizes His huma- 
nity, and by Him enters into the presence of Jehovah. John 
xiv. 6. Thus Chrysostom says—ovx« eirev mpdcodov adda 
Tpocaywyny, ov yap ad’ éavTdv wpocnOopev, GAN’ bw’ adtod 
mpoonyOnuev. And this access is— 

mpos tov Iarépa— unto the Father; mpos—into His 
presence. Christians do not approach some dark and spectral 
phantom, nor a grim and terrible avenger. It is not Jehovah 
in the awful attitude of Judge and Governor, but Jehovah as 
Father—who has a father’s heart to compassionate and a 
father’s hand to bestow. And His paternity is no abstraction. 
He is Christ’s Father and our Father. Nay more, and espe- 
cially, this privilege is enjoyed by Jew and Gentile alike: 
ot dupérepor—the twain have it. It belonged to the theo- 
cracy in one form of it, when the high priést, the repre- 
sentative of the people, passed beyond the vail and sprinkled 
the mercy-seat. But now the most distant Gentile who is in 
Christ really and continuously enjoys that august spiritual 
privilege, which the one man of the one family of the one 
tribe of the one nation, on the one day of the year, only 
typically and periodically possessed. We have seen the of 
apporepos forming év odpya (ver. 16)—now they are having 
access to the F'ather— 

dy &t mvetwaro—“in one Spirit.” The collocation of 
apporepor—ev evi mrvevpats again brings out solemnly and 
emphatically the leading thought in the passage. The év is 
not to be identified with dca, as Chrysostom and Theophylact 
hint; as if the apostle meant to say, by Him and by the 
Spirit we approach.” The wvedua is not “ disposition,” nor 
is év mvedpa only “unanimity,” and so synonymous with 
opobupaddv, as is the baseless view of Anselm, .Homberg, 
Zachariae, Meier, and Baumgarten-Crusius. That the words 
refer to the Holy Spirit, is the correct opinion of CEicumenius, 
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Cocceius, Bodius, Meyer, Harless, De Wette, and Stier. The 
Spirit that dwells in the one body is the one Divine Spirit 
(iv. 4)—* one and the self-same Spirit.” 1 Cor. xii. 11. The 
one Holy Ghost inhabits the church, and in Him and by 
Christ believers have access to God. He prompts them to 
approach, “ helpeth their infirmities,” deepens their conscious- 
ness of sonship as they come to the Father, nay, “ makes 
intercession for them,” imparts such intenseness to their 
aspirations that they cannot be formed into language, but 
escape from the surcharged bosom in unutterable groanings— 
orevaypois adadyjrous. Rom. viii. 26. As again and again 
in previous sections, the Triune relation is brought out: we 
are having access—7pés—unto the Father, whom we worship 
as we gaze upon His tenderness and majesty; and this—da 
—by Jesus, through whom we approach in confidence His 
Father and our Father; but also—éy—in the Spirit, who fills 
and lifts the heart, and is closely united with Father and Son. 

The need of a mpocaywyeds has been extensively felt by 
our sinful race. And yet, after the Man-God has been re- 
vealed—He of the double nature—whom the Divine Sovereign 
appointed and man confides in, there are philosophers who 
deify themselves, and depose the one Mediator. M. Cousin, 
in the preface to his Fragm. Philos. says, for example, in 
eulogizing the reason as a higher power than the understand- 
ing:—La raison est le mediateur nécessaire entre Dieu et 
Thomme, ce Aoyos de Pythagore et de Platon, ce Verbe fait 
chair qui sert d'interpréte a Dieu et de précepteur de Vhomme. 
But we have a Mediator, not our own “ reason” even absolute 
and transcendental; for it strays and wavers and quakes, as 
Moses on Sinai, and cannot reassure itself; and we have a 
Adyos, not la raison, but One “in whom are hid all the 
treasures of wisdom and knowledge ”—One who reveals God 
unerringly, for He lay in His Father’s bosom—One who 
instructs men perfectly, for “ grace has been poured into His 
lips,” as He stoops to the senses and speaks to the heart of 
humanity. 

(Ver. 19.) "Apa ody obxére doré Eévou nal maporxor—“ Now, 
therefore, ye are no longer strangers and sojourners.”” The 
first two words are a favourite idiom of the apostle. Rom. 

Q 
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v. 18, vii. 8, 25, vili. 12, &e.; Gal. vi. 10; 1 Thess. v. 6. 

The formula dpa ody is not used in Attic Greek, save in the 

case of the interrogative dpa. Hermann, Vigerus, 292. The 
particle dpa marks progress in the argument, as if equivalent 
to kat dm’ éxeivov. 'Thucyd. vi. 89; Donaldson’s New Oratylus, 

§ 192. The particle ody—allied to the substantive verb, and 

not to avrés as Hartung wrongly supposes—has a stronger 
ratiocinative force than dpa (Klotz-Devar., 11. 717), and occurs 
far more frequently ; and the combined use of both introduces - 
a conclusion based on previous reasoning, equivalent to “ these 

things being so,” or the well-known Ciceronian formula—que 
cum ita sint. A double image is, or two pairs of figures are, 

employed by the writer—the one referring to civil franchise, 

and. the other to domestic privilege. Hévor— strangers "— _ 
they had been so while the old theocracy stood, the Jews 

being the children, but they miserable outcasts. Once, too, 
they were mdpovxot, literally “ by-dwellers,” men who sojourn 
in ‘a house without the rights of the resident family. This is 
the only instance in which the apostle uses the term, but it 
occurs Acts vii. 6, 29; also in many places in the Septuagint, 
as the representative of the Hebrew »y, and also of win, The 
two words are found together many times, as in Levit. xxv. 
&c. It is natural here to view the otxeZou of the last clause 
as the contrast of wdpovxot, so that the significations of the 
word usually given are too vague to sustain this antithesis. 
In Leviticus xxii. 10, the noun denotes an inmate of the 
family, but without its domestic rights ; wdpouxos iepéws there 
signifies a guest with the priest, and stands along with 4 
pucPw@ros—or a hired servant. Sirach, xxix. 26. The priest’s 
guest, though living in his house, was not to eat the holy 
things. May not the word bear such a meaning in this place, 
especially as we are pointed to it by the spiritual antagonism 
of otxeion? De Wette will not allow it, and says that Koppe, 
Bengel, Flatt, Harless, and Olshausen unrichtig erkldren. 
Flis idea is, that the two terms &évos and mdpovxos express 
generally the thought nicht-biirgers—“ non-citizens.” Ellicott 
and Alford hold a similar view, regarding wdpotxos as the 
same with pérosxos, its classic equivalent-—-a form which 
occurs only once in the Septuagint. But it is natural to sup- 
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pose that the apestle used. it in the Septuagint sense—that 
most familiar to him. The pair of terms in the two clauses 
suggests also a double contrast. ‘That there is any allusion 
in the epithet wdpouxos to the equivocal relation of proselytes, 
such as is contended for by Anselm, Whitby, Calixtus, Baum- 
garten, and Baumgarten-Crusius, is out of the question; for 
if the proselytes feared God, they could not be described as 
are those Ephesian Gentiles in the context. The theocracy 
excluded all but Israel from its pale—the world beyond it were 
foreigners. Under the idea of its being God’s house, it arro- 
gated to itself a spiritual supremacy over all the nations, and 
so the heathen were regarded as simple sojourners on God’s 
world. But this character of tolerated aliens no longer marked 
out the Gentile converts in Ephesus. No longer were they 
strangers to be frowned on, or foreigners to be excluded from 
domestic privileges; they were now naturalized— 

GAN éoré cuvTroNiTat TV ayiov—* but fellow-citizens with 
the saints.” The spelling ovv7odérat, instead of cvprrontrat, 
has the authority of A, B',C, D, EH, F,G. Instead of the 
simple dnd of the Received Text, the best MSS., such as A, 
B, ©, D!, G, warrant the reading dAX’ éore, which has been 
adopted by the editors Hahn, Lachmann, and Tischendorf. 
It gives a vivid solemnity to the contrast: the mind of the 
apostle dwells on the blessed and present reality of their 
spiritual state, which he is about to depict. wvrodtrys, a 
word occurring both in Atlian, Var. Hist. 3, 44, and Josephus, 
Antig. 19, 2, 2, belongs chiefly, however, like other similar 
compound words, to the later and inferior Greek. Phrynichus, 
ed-Lobeck, p. 172, says, with characteristic affectation— 
monlrns Aéye, pn cuptrodttyns. In the declining period of a 
language, when its first freshness is gone, and its simple terms 
are not felt in their original power, compound words are 
brought into use without any proportionate increase of sense. 
These dyiou are God’s people; and there is no occasion to 
add, with Calvin-—et cum ipsis angelis. The reader may turn 
to the first verse of the epistle for the meaning of dysos.1 The 


1“Yn what an awful state is the protestant church, when there are so many 
thousands, nay, tens, hundreds of thousands belonging to it, who, in their blindness 
and ignorance, take the very name of God’s servants—the very name of those, of 
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“saints” are not the Jews as a race, as is supposed by Vors~- 
stius, Hammond, Morus, Bengel, and Adam Clarke; nor yet 
only contemporary Christians, as Harless and Meyer argue; 
nor yet simply saints of the Old Testament, as Gicumenius 
and Theodoret describe the alliance. Chrysostom exclaims— 
“Ops Ere oby amrOs Tov "lovdaiov GAA TOV dylov Kab peya~ 
Nov éxelvov dvdpav tev mepl ’ABpadp kat Moiohy nas’ Hrlav 
els THY aUTHY dod amreypadynuev. These dytos are viewed as 
forming a wédts—a spiritual organization. It was so under 
the old law—it is so still; for the theocracy is only fully 
realized under Christianity. To take an illustration from 
Athenian citizenship—they live no longer, as foreigners did 
in many Greek states, in the mavdoxefov, nor as the pérosxor 
at Athens are they degraded by the symbolical dépsodopia, 
but they possess the coveted icoréAcsa. With all, then, who 
belong to this vrodteta, Christians are now fellow-citizens. 
They are under that form of government which specially 
belongs to the saints. These are, therefore, not saints of any 
time or any class, but saints of all times and all lands, of 
which the community then existing was the living represen- 
tative ; and in this commonwealth they were now enfranchised. 
Their names are engraven on the same civic roll with all 
whom “the Lord shall count, when he writeth up the people.” 
It is as if they who had dwelt “in the waste and howling 
wilderness,”’ scattered, defenceless, and in melancholy isola- 
tion, had been transplanted not only into Palestine, but had 
been appointed to domiciles on Mount Zion, and were located 
in the metropolis not to admire its architecture, or gaze upon 
its battlements, or envy the tribes who had come up to worship 
in the city which is “compact together;” but to claim its 
municipal immunities, experience its protection, obey its laws, 
live and love in its happy society, and hold communion with 
its glorious Founder and Guardian. . 

Kal oixeios rod Oeodv—“ and of the household of God.” 
The church is often likened to a family or house. Numb. 
xii. 7; Hos. viii. 1; 1 Tim. iii. 15; Hebrews iii. 2, 5, 6;. 
whom some serve Him here on earth, and some surround the Throne of His glory 
—to be fellow-citizens with whom is the highest privilege of man—and make it a 


nickname to mock at—‘sarnts!!’ The very term with multitudes is a name of 
scorn.”—M‘Ghee'’s Lectures on Ephesians, vol. i. p, 823; London, 1848. 
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1 Pet. iv. 17. When Harless thinks that Christians receive 
this designation, because they are stones in the house, the 
conclusion is not only a needless anticipation of the figure i in 
the following verse, but is also contrary to the usual meaning 
of the term, and destructive of the contrast between the terms 
otxetoe and mdpotxor. True, as Ellicott says under Gal. vi. 
10, otxetos is often used with abstract nouns, as oixetot hido- 
copias, &c., and in such cases the idea proper of family is 
dropped. But the contrasts in this paragraph are too vivid 
to allow any dilution of the term. These oixefos rod Ocod are 
God’s family ; they form His household. They are not guests 
—here to-day and away to-morrow; treated with courtesy, 
but still kept without the hallowed circle of domestic sociality, 
and strangers as well to the paternal protection as to the 
brotherly harmony which the family enjoys. The members 
of that “house which is the church of the living God,” can 
call the oixodeomorns their father; for they are “ begotten of 
God,” and they have access to Him, enjoy His love, and hold 
daily and delightful fellowship not only with Him, but with 
one another—as “ heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ.” 

- (Ver. 20.) "Exrocxodopnbévres eri TO Oeuerio THY atToaTON@Y 
kat mpopntav— built up upon the foundation of the apostles 
and prophets.” The preposition ézi in composition is not, as 
Koppe affirms, without additional meaning, nor can it, as in 
Theophylact’s exegesis, have the sense of “again ;” but it 
gives prominence to the idea of the foundation on which the 
structure rests. Not the form or purpose, but the basis of the 
building, was the special thought in the writer’s mind— 
superedificati, as in the Vulgate. 1 Cor. iii. 10, 12, 14; Col. 
ii, 7. This architectural allusion is a change of figure, or 
rather, it is the employment of a term in a double meaning. 
“ House” has a similar twofold signification with us, as the 
“ House of Bourbon” or “ House of Stuart’’—phrases in 
which the word is employed in a secondary and emphatic 
signification. We speak too of such houses being “ built up” 
by the wisdom or valour of their founders. In such cases, 
as Alford says, there is a transition from a political and social 
to a material image. Having described the believers as 
oixetot, the apostle enlarges the metaphor, by explaining on 
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what the oixos rests, what its symmetry is, and what its glo- 
rious purpose. That “ house’? is composed of the oixefos, and 
each of them is a living stone, resting on the one foundation. 

What the writer means by droordédwv is plain; but what 
is meant by the subjoined wpodyrav? With every wish, 
arising from the usage of quotation, to refer the term to the 
inspired messengers of the Old Testament, we feel that the 
force of evidence precludes us. The Greek fathers and critics, 
along with Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Calovius, Estius, Baum- 
garten, Michaelis, Riickert, Bisping, and Barnes, hold the 
view which we are obliged to abandon. Ambrosiaster also 
explains—hoe est, supra Novum et Vetus Testamentum collocatt. 
Tertullian says that Marcion, believing the reference to be to 
prophets of the Old Testament, expunged the words ¢ pro- 
phetarum. Contra Mare. v.17; Opera, vol. ii. p. 326, ed. 
Ochler. The apostle often refers to the prophets of the Old 
Testament; but in such places as Rom. i. 2 the reference 
is at once recognized. We prefer, then, with the great body 
of interpreters, to understand “the prophets” of the New 
Testament. Our reasons are these— 

1. The apostles are placed before the prophets, whereas, in 
point of time and position, the prime place should be assigned. 
to the prophets! Estius says that the two classes are ranged, 
dignitatis habita ratione, as the apostles had seen and heard 
Christ, enjoyed more endowments than the old prophets, 
and were immediately instrumental in founding these early 
churches. Did the phrase occur nowhere else, these ingenious 
arguments might be of some weight; though still, if the church 
be regarded as an edifice, the prophets laid the foundation 
earlier than the apostles, and should have been mentioned 
first in order. The dignity of Moses, Samuel, David, and 
Isaiah, under the old dispensation, was not behind that of the 


1 My four Scottish predecessors have here shown somewhat of our national ‘ can- 
niness.” They do not recognize any difficulty at all, or at least they quietly relieve 
themselves of it, by the simple and apparently unconscious reversal of the order of 
the terms. Fergusson and Dickson briefly pass it over in this way, but Principal 
Rollock no less than six times quotes the phrase as if Paul had written “ prophets 
and apostles.” Principal Boyd (Bodius) in his Comment. exhibits the same trans- 
parent ingenuity, as well as in hosts of subsequent references, nay, even in his Latin 
notation of the inspired original, he reads—/fundamento prophetarum et apostolorum. 
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apostolical college. ‘The ruddy tints of the morning, ere the 
sun rises, are as fresh and glowing as the softened splendours 
of the evening, after he has set. And the argument that the 
apostles are named first because they personally founded the 
churches, is precisely the reason why we believe that prophets 
of an earlier time, and living under a different economy, are 
not meant at all. 

2. Other portions of this epistle are explanatory of the 
apostle’s meaning. In iii. 5 he speaks of a mystery, “ which 
was in other ages not made known to the sons of men, as it 
is now revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the 
Spirit "— ois dryiows azrooTodows avtod Kal mpodytas. In 
this declaration, the prophets are plainly perceived to be the 
inspired contemporaries of the apostles, enjoying similar reve- 
lations of truth from the same Spirit. What more natural than 
to suppose, that the apostle means the same persons by the 
very same names in a previous section! This opinion is the 
more likely, when we consider that the mystery declared to 
“apostles and prophets’ is the union of Jew and Gentile. 
Again, iv. 11, “And He gave some apostles, and some pro- 
phets "rods ev drroctéXovs, Tovs 5é mpodyras. So that 
the prophets are a special class of functionaries, and rank 
next to the apostles, personally instrumental as they were in 
founding and building up the churches. Why may not the 
allusion be to them in this verse, as they are twice named in 
combination by the writer im the same epistle? The pre- 
sumption is, that in the three places, the same high office- 
bearers are described. | . 

3. We deny not the relation of the prophets of the Old 
Testament to the church of the New Testament. They pre- 
ceded, the apostles followed, and Jesus was in the midst. 
But in writing to persons who had been Gentiles, who were 
strangers to the Hebrew oracles, and had enjoyed none of their 
prophetic intimations—persons whose faith in Christ rested 
not on old prediction realized in Him, but on apostolic procla- 
mation of His obedience and death—a reference to the seers of 
the Hebrew nation would not have been very intelligible and 
appropriate. ‘lo Jews with whom the apostle had “reasoned 
out of the Scripture,” and whom he had thus convinced that 
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Jesus was the Christ, the reference would have been natural 
and stirring ; but not so in an address to the Gentile portion 
of a church situated in the city of Diana. 

The prophets of the New Testament were a class of suffi- 
cient importance and rank to be designated along with the 
apostles, ‘The passages quoted from this epistle show this. 
And there are many other references. Acts xix. 6; Rom. xii. 
6; 1 Cor. xii. 10, xiii. 8; the greater portion of the 14th 
chapter; and 1 Thess. v. 20. These passages prove that the 
office was next in order and dignity to the apostolate. The 
prophets spoke from immediate revelation—“ with demonstra- 
tion of the Spirit and with power;” and prior to the com- 
pletion of the canon they stood to those early churches in such 
a relation as the written oracles stand to us. They were the 
oral law and testimony, and their work was not simply a dis- 
closure of future events. (For illustration of the office of New 
Testament prophets, see under iv. 11.) 

4, Had the apostle meant to distinguish the prophets 
of the Old Testament as a separate class, the article would 
probably have preceded the noun. Winer, § 19, 4; Kiihner, 
§ 493, 9; Matthiae, § 268, Ann. i.; Middleton, p. 65, ed. 
Rose. Comp. Matt. iii. 7, xv. 1; Luke xiv. 3, in which 
places different classes of men, but leagued together, are 
described. See also Col. ii. 19; 2 Thess. iii. 2; Tit. i. 153. 
Heb. iti. 1. Not that, as Harless, Riickert, Hofmann 
(Schrift. vol. ii. p. 103), and Stier seem to say, apostles and 
_ prophets are identical—or that apostles were also prophets, as 
being men inspired. The want of the article clearly shows 
that both classes of office-bearers are viewed in one category 
as one in duty and object—one incorporated band. This 
combination of function and labour shows, that these “ pro- 
phets ’’ were those of the church of the New Testament. 

The relation in which apostles and prophets stood to the 
church is defined by the words éwi 76 Oeuerio. The prepo- 
sition describes the building as resting on the foundation with 
the idea of close proximity. Kiihner, 612, 8; Bernhardy, p. 
249—the dative signifying “absolute superposition.” Donald- 
son, Gr. Gram, § 482 b. The stones are represented not as 
in the act of being brought, but as already laid, and so the 
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dative is employed rather than the accusative, which occurs 
in 1 Cor. iii, 12. 

But what is the exact relation indicated by the genitive— 
TOV arroaTohwy Kal rpopnTrav? It has been supposed to mean, 
1. The foundation on which the apostles themselves have 
built—the apostles’ and prophets’ foundation—the genitive 
being that of possession. Such is the view of Anselm, Bucer, 
Aretius, Cocceius, Piscator, Alford, and Beza, the last of whom 
thus paraphrases it—Supra Christum qui est apostolice et 
prophetice structure fundamentum. But the object of the 
apostle is not to show the identity of the foundation on which 
the Ephesian church rested with that of prophets and apostles, 
and Christ is here represented, not as the foundation, but as the 
chief corner-stone. Thus, as Ellicott says, this exegesis tacitly 
mixes up Oeuédtos and the dxpoywviaios. 

2. In the phrase—“ foundation of the apostles and pro- 
phets”—the genitive has been thought to be that of apposi- 
tion, that is, these apostles and prophets are themselves the 
foundation. Winer, § 59, 8. Such is the opinion of Chry- 
sostom and his imitators, Theophylact and Cicumenius, of 
a-Lapide, Estius, Zanchius, Morus, De Wette, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, Meier, von Gerlach, Turner, Hofmann, and 
Olshausen. @epédtos droxelvras, says Theophylact, of mpo- 
dijrat Kat ot dmoatoAo, duels Sé THY AowTAY oixodopry 
dvaTAnpécate. ‘This view is supposed to be confirmed by a 
passage in the Apocalypse (xxi. 14)—“ The wall of the city 
had twelve foundations, and in them the names of the twelve 
apostles of the Lamb.” But these foundations belong to a 
wall, a symbol of defence, not to the great Christian temple ; 
and unless Judas be regarded as deposed, and Matthias as 
prematurely chosen and never divinely sanctioned, Paul, the 

founder of the Ephesian church, cannot be reckoned among 
these twelve. It does not matter for the interpretation 
whether Oenerl@ be masculine or neuter, nor is the argument 
of Hofmann (Schriftb. vol. 1. sec. part, p. 101) of any avail, 
that as the last clause has a personal reference this must have 
the same. In one sense the apostles, in their personal teaching 
and labours, may be reckoned the foundation; but should such 
a sense be adopted here, Christ would be brought into com- 
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parison with them. Hofmann (/.c.) gets out of this objection 
by taking the following adrod as referring to Oeuehlo—“ Jesus 
Christ being its chief corner-stone’’—that is, if He is the 
corner-stone of the foundation, the language prevents Him 
being regarded as primus inter pares. But, as we shall see, 
the exegesis is not tenable. ‘The whole passage, however, gives 
Jesus peculiar prominence, and the apostle never wearies of 
extolling His dignity and glory. Still, there is nothing doc- 
trinally wrong in this interpretation, for, personally, prophets 
and apostles are but living stones in the temple, the next 
tier above the “ corner-stone;” but officially they were not 
the foundation—they rather laid it. _ And therefore— 

3. The phrase—“ foundation of the apostles and prophets,” 
means the foundation laid by them, the genitive being sub- 
jective, or that of originating agency—der thdtigen Person oder 
Kraft. Scheuerlein, § 17,1; Winer, § 30,1; Hartung, Casus, 
p- 12. Such is the exegesis of Ambrosiaster, Bullinger, 
Bodius, Calvin, Calovius, Piscator, Calixtus, Wolf, Baum- 
garten, Musculus, Réell, Zanchius, Grotius, Bengel, Koppe, 
Flatt, Riickert, Harless, Matthies, Meyer, Holzhausen, and 
Ellicott. The apostles and prophets laid the foundation broad 
and deep in their official labours. In speaking of the foun- 
dation in other epistles, the apostle never conceives of himself 
‘ as being that foundation, but only as laying it. He stands, 
in his own idea, as external to it. Referring to his masonic 
operations, he designates himself “a.wise master-builder,” 
and adds—“ Other foundation can no man lay, than that is 
laid, which is Jesus Christ.” Similar phraseology occurs in 
Rom. xv. 20. ‘In this laying of the foundation, apostles and 
prophets were alike employed, when they preached Jesus and 
organized into communities such as received their message. 
The foundation alluded to here is e¢o%vn—not so much Christ 
in person, as Christ ‘our peace ”’—a gospel, therefore, having 
no restrictive peculiarity of blood or lineage, and by accepting 
which men come into union with God. And no other foun- 
dation can suffice. When philosophical speculation or critical 
erudition, political affinity or human enactment, supplants it, 
the structure topples and is about to fall. ‘The opinions of 
Luther, Calvin, Cranmer, Wesley, Knox, or Erskine (and 
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these were all “ pillars ’’), are not the foundation ; nor are the 
edicts and creeds of Trent, Augsburg, Dort, or Westminster. 
Such writings may originate sectional distinctions, and give 
peculiar shape to column or portico, shaft or capital, on the 
great edifice, but they can never be substituted for the one 
foundation. Yea and further— | | 
évTos akpoywviaiov avTod *“Incod Xpicrod— Jesus Christ 
Himself being the chief corner-stone.” A and B, with the 
Vulgate, Gothic, and Coptic, reverse the position of the proper 
names, and their authority is followed by Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf, and Alford; but the majority of uncial MSS. are in 
favour of the present reading. The pronoun is, by Bengel, 
Cramer, Koppe, and Holzhausen, referred to the preceding 
Geuédtov— Jesus Christ being its chief corner-stone.”” That 
the translation of our English version may be maintained, it 
is not necessary, as these critics affirm, that the article should 
precede the proper name. Fritzsche, Comment. in Matt. iii. 4; 
Luke x. 42; Johniv. 44. It is, besides, not of the foundation,. 
but of the temple that He is the chief corner-stone. The 
avrod contrasts Christ with apostles and prophets. They lay 
the foundation, but Jesus Himself in person is the chief 
corner-stone—éros, “ being all the while ”—éxpoywrtaiou— 
scilicet-—)Oov. ‘The reference in the apostle’s mind seems to 
be to Ps. cxvili. 22; Isa. xxviii. 16; Jer. li. 26. These pas- 
sages suggested the figure which occurs also in Matt. xxi. 42; 
Acts iv. 11; 1 Pet. ii, 4-6. There are two different Hebrew 
phrases—rmp wxi—xepara) tis yovias (Ps. cxvili. 22), whereas 
in Isa. xxviii. 16, the words are map 3x, rendered by the Seventy 
—)iov axpoywuatov. ‘The first expression certainly denotes 
not the copestone, nor yet the head or point where two walls 
meet, but the most prominent stone in the corner. In the 
latter phrase the reference is to a stone specially employed at 
the angle or junction of two walls, to connect them, as well as 
to bear their weight. In the first formula, allusion is made 
more to the position than to the purpose of the block. In 
Jer. li. 26, the corner-stone and the foundations seem to be 
distinguished. The corner-stone placed at the angle of the 


1 Gesenius, Thesaurus, sub voce. 
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building, seems to have been reckoned in Oriental architecture 
of more importance than the foundation-stone. The foundation- 
stones, Oeuwédvor—plural, were first laid, and indicated the 
plan of the structure; but the corner-stone—that is, the foun- 
dation-stone placed at the corner—required peculiar size and 
strength. In short, the “ chief corner-stone ” is that principal 
foundation which was carefully laid at the angle of the 
building, and on which the connected walls rested. Jrom 
its position and design it was styled “ the head of the corner.” 
While the apostles and prophets generally placed the founda- 
tion, the primary stone—on which, in Hebrew idea or image, 
the structure mainly rests, and by which its unity is upheld 
—was Jesus Christ. Without this its walls would not have 
been connected, but there must have been a fissure. As 
Theodoret, Menochius, Estius, and Holzhausen think, there 
may bea reference to Jew and Gentile united on the one rock. 
The laying of the foundation prepares for the setting down of 
the corner-stone, which connects and concentrates upon itself ' 
the weight of the building. That man, “Jesus,” who was 
“ Christ,” the divinely-appointed, qualified, and accepted 
Saviour, unites and sustains the church. Saving knowledge 
is the apprehension of that truth about Him which Himself 
has announced—saving faith is dependence on the atoning 
work which He has done—hope rests in His intercession— 
the sanctifying Spirit is His gift—the unity of the church 
has its spiritual centre in Him—its government is from Him 
as its King—and its safety is in Him its exalted Protector. 
Whether, therefore, we regard creed or practice, worship or 
discipline, faith or government, union or extension, is He not 
in His truth, His blood, His power, His legislation, and His 
presence to His church, “ Himself the chief cormner-stone?’”’ In 
short, He is “the Alpha and the Omega,” and combined at the 
same time with every evangelical theme. Should we describe 
the glories of creation, He is Creator; or enlarge on the wisdom 
and benignity of Providence, He is Preserver and Ruler. Is 
the Divine Law the theme of exposition ?—He not only enacted 
it, but exemplified its precepts and endured its penalty. Are 
we summoned to speak of death ?—He has “ abolished it;”- 
or if we wander among the tombs, He lay in the sepulchre 
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and rose from it “the first-fruits of them that sleep.” If 
ministers preach, Christ crucified is their text; and if churches 
“grow in grace,” such holiness is conformity to the life of 
their Lord. He is, moreover, “ all in all” in the entire circuit 
of the operations of the Spirit, who applies His truth to the 
mind, sprinkles His blood on the heart, and seals the inner 
man with His blessed image. 

(Ver. 21.) "Ev @ maca oixodopuy cuvapporoyoupévyn avEec— 
“In whom the whole building, being fitly framed together, is 
growing.” The relative agrees with the nearest substantive, 
"Inood Xpiorod—not with T@ Oeucdio, as is the opinion of 
Holzhausen ; nor with axpoywviaiov, and meaning “on which,” 
as is asserted by Theophylact, Luther, Beza, Koppe, and 
Scholz. Nor can the words signify “through whom,” as is 
held by Castalio, Vatablus, Menochius, Morus, and Flatt. 
“In whom,” that is, in Christ Jesus; the building being fitly 
framed together in Him. Its unity and symmetry are origi- 
nated and maintained in Him. The article 7 before vaca in A 
and C, and in the Textus Receptus, appears to be spurious ; it 
is not found in B, D, H, F, G, I, K, and is rejected by the latest 
editors, Lachmann and Tischendorf. Middleton and Trollope, 
for mere grammatical reasons, affirm that waoa 7 is the right 
reading. Reiche says—Faulum scripsisse maca % oikodopy cum 
articulo ‘nullus dubito, and he ascribes the omission to the 
homoioteleuton—olxodop 47. Comment. Crit., p.149; Gotting. 
1859. Hofmann, /.c., renders, “all which is built’ —was gebaut 
wird. Must, then, waoa oixoSop2 be rendered “ every build- 
ing,” as is the opinion of Chrysostom, Beza, Zanchius, and 
Meyer, or as Wycliffe renders—“ eche bildynge,” and Tyn- 
dale—“ every bildynge?” We think not:—For, 1. The 
object of the apostle is to describe the one temple, which has 
its foundation laid by apostles and prophets. It is of this one 
structure, so founded, so united, so raised, and consisting of 
such materials—for in it the Ephesians were inbuilt—that he 
speaks. 2. In the later Greek as in the earlier, was, without 
the article, sometimes bore the sense of “ whole.” Bernhardy, 
p. 323; Gersdorf, p. 376; Scott and Liddell, Pape, Passow, 
‘sub voce. So inthe New Testament, Matt. 11.3; Luke iv. 13; 
- Acts vii. 22; or Acts ti. 36-—I1as ofxos Iopank—phraseology 
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based upon the usage of the Septuagint, 1 Sam. vii. 2, 3; 
Neh. iv. 16; Col.i.15. If, as Ellicott says, these examples are 
not in point, as being proper names or abstract substantives, 
they at least show the transition from an earlier and stricter 
to a laxer and later use, in which other nouns besides proper 
names and very familiar or monadic terms may dispense with 
the articles. Winer, § 18, 4, § 19. So in Josephus, Antz. 
iv. 5, 1—Tlorapss 81d ardons éprhwov péov—“a river flowing 
through the whole desert ;’”” Thucydides, 11. 43—7rdca yh, and 
also in 838—é« waons ys; Tliad, xxiv. 407—acav adnbelnp ; 
Hesiod, Op. et Dies, 510—aca trn; Theog. 847—y0av 
maca. Also—ova rdons vuxtés; Passow, sub voce; Thiersch, 
De Penta. versione Alexandrina, p. 121, in which are some 
examples, though perhaps not all of them strictly analogous. 
The Syriac has -Jitia otya—‘ the whole building.” 

Oixodouy, a term of the later Greek, as is shown by Lobeck 
in his Parerga to the Ecloge of Phrynichus, signifies pro- 
perly “the art or process of building,” and is originally 
equivalent to olxoddunots, but has also the same meaning as 
oixodounua—pp. 421, 487,490. The structure named has not 
yet been completed, and waca oixodouy signifies the entire - 
structure—the structure in every part of it. The edifice in 
course of erection, being fitly framed together in all its parts, 
groweth into a holy temple. Such is the opinion of Chrysos- 
tom, which Harless sets aside without sufficient evidence. For 
of what is the “ growth” specified? Is the structure complete, 
and is the growth supposed to be not of it as an edifice in 
itself, but of its purpose—“ into a holy temple?” Does the 
edifice wax in size, or only grow in destination and object ? 
If you suppose the latter, then you also suppose that the living 
stones are placed in the temple before its design is realized ; 
or that these stones are themselves changed after they are laid 
in their places. The growth, therefore, belongs to the edifice 
itself. It increases in size and height. Even in its unfinished 
state, the purpose of the fabric may be detected ; and when it 
is completed, that purpose, apparent at every stage of its pro- 
gress, shall be manifest, fully and for ever—“a holy temple 
in the Lord.”’: 

The present participle cvvapporoyoupévn, is a rare term 
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occurring only once more, in iv. 16—cuvapudlew being the 
classic form—and denotes “ being jointed together,” or com- 
posed of parts fitted closely to each other. The whole struc- 
ture is compact and firm; not loose and ill-arranged masonry, 
which is as unstable in itself as it is offensive to the eye. 
But every stone is in its place, and fits its place. In this 
mutual adaptation there is no useless projection, no unsightly 
chasm. Neither excrescence nor defect mars the beauty of 
the structure—“in Christ” it is fitly framed together. There 
is no superfluous doctrine, and no forgotten precept; grace 
does not clash with statute or service; promises “are yea 
and amen in Him;” pardon, peace, purity, and hope are 
‘linked into one another, because they are closely united to 
Him; and the members of the true church are so firmly 
allied, that the gifts and graces of one are supplementary 
to the gifts and graces of another. No qualification is lost, 
and none can be dispensed, with. One’s ingenuity devises 
what another's activity works out. While conquests are made 
in distant climes, “she that tarries at home divides the 
spoil.” The huge walls built. round the Peireus by the 
Athenians under Themistocles, are described by the historian? 
as composed of large stones, square hewn, and built together, 
being fixed to one another, on the outside, with iron and lead. 
But such cumbrous ligatures do not disfigure those spiritual 
walls; for that magnetic influence which binds all the living 
stones to the chief Corner-stone, cements them, at the same 
time and by the same power, to one another in cordial sym- 
pathy and reciprocal coherence ahd support. As Fergusson 
says— By taking band with Christ the foundation, they are 
fastened one to another.” 

Avéer is for the more usual adfdve. It occurs Col. ii. 19, 
and also in the Greek poets.. The present marks actual 
growth certainly, and may describe normal condition. Liven 
in its immature state, and with so much that is undeveloped, 
one may admire its beauty of outline, and its graceful form 
and proportions. Vast augmentations may be certainly anti- 


l Ado vice koko tvavrias darnrass robs Aldous txtiyav. "Evede dt bre ycAiE obre arqhas ay, 
LAAw Evvexodonpedver wrycaos Aller zoel ivropey iyydvios oidiew weds kARGAOUS Te tEwley xo) 
worbBdw dedepéver—-Thucydides, i. 93. 
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cipated; but its increase does not destroy its adaptations, for 
it grows as “ being fitly framed together.” <A structure not 
firm and compact, is in the greater danger of falling the higher 
it is carried; and “if it topple on our heads, what matters it 
whether we are crushed by a Corinthian or a Doric ruin?” 
But this fabric, with walls of more than Cyclopean or Pelas- 
gian strength and vastness, secures its own continuous and 
illimitable elevation and increase. The design of the. edifice 
is next stated— 

eis vaov Gytov év Kupio—groweth—“ into a holy temple in 
the Lord.” It was a temple—a sacred edifice. The words 
év Kupim belong to dyvov, or rather to vady aytov; not as 
Cicumenius, Grotius, Baumgarten, Zachariae, Wolf, and 
Meyer suppose, to av£e.; for these critics, with the exception 
of the last, give év the sense of dud—it groweth “ by means of” 
the Lord. Nor does Kupsos refer to God, as Michaelis, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, and Baumgarten-Crusius suppose, but, as in 
Pauline usage, to Christ. (See chap. i. 2,3.) Neither are we, 
with Beza, Koppe, Macknight, and others, to rob the éy of its 
own significance, making the phrase év Kupi@ equivalent to a 
dative, and joining it with vadv; nor, with Drusius and 
a-Lapide, to give it the meaning of a genitive. These are 
rash and ungrammatical modes of interpretation. It has no 
holiness but from the Lord, neither is it a temple but from its 
connection with Him. For the meaning of dyios, see i. 1. 
The signification of the simple dative—“ a temple dedicated 
to the Lord,’ cannot be admitted for another reason—that 


1 The vivacious fancy of a Frenchman is seen in the following description :— 
“ Quelle sagesse encore ne remarque-t-on point dans la diverse dispensation des 
graces que l’Eglise recoit de Dieu? Ici il employe Tor brilliant d'une foi extraor- 
dinairement éclairée; 1a largent secourable d'une charité liberale; Ji le fer dur et 
ferme d'une patience invincible; 1a le cedre incorruptible d’une vie pure, et dloignée 
des corruptions du monde; 14 la hauteur des colonnes qui paroissent de loin, pour 
mettre la verité dans une belle vué; 1k 1a force des soubassemens qui la soutieunent 
et l'affermissent; afin que par ce moyen son Eglise soit un édifice bien ajusté et bien 
assorti, & qui rien ne manque pour sa subsistance. I] se sert méme de la contrarieté 
des humeurs et des esprits, pour rendre cet ajustement plus parfait, Car par la 
promtitude et la vehemence des uns, il excite la lenteur des autres: et par la lenteur 
de ceux-ci il modere et retient la promtitude de ceux-la. Par les lumieres des 
clairvoyans il instruit les simples, et par la sainte simplicité des idiots, il sanctifie 
les lumicres des clairvoyans. Si tous étoient bouillans dans leur humeur, il y auroit 


. 
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Jesus is represented as the chief corner-stone, and cannot be 
also depicted as the God of the temple, or its officiating priest. 
But the chief corner-stone, solid and massive, gives firmness 
and sanctity to the structure. The term vads is apparently 
used of individual believers (1 Cor. iii. 16, 17, vi. 19; 2 Cor. 
vi. 16. Compare 1 Pet. ii. 3, 4), and its peculiar and specific 
meaning is given in the next clause, by the words Karrourn- 
Thptov Tov Meod—“ habitation of God ;” for vads, from valo, 
. like the Latin aedes, is the dwelling of the Divinity. Exod. 
xxv. 8, 22; 1 Kings vi. 12,13; 1 Cor. vi. 19. The illustra- 
tion of the word is naturally postponed to the following verse. 

(Ver. 22.) "Ev & kat dels cuvornodoueiaBe—" In which 
also you are built together.” _ To translate «at dpels by “you 
even” may be too broad, but some comparison is involved. 
Some refer év @ to Kuple, “in whom.” Such is the opinion 
of Olshausen, Harless, De Wette, Meyer, Stier, Alford, and 
Ellicott. Others, like Zanchius, Grotius, and Koppe, go back 
with needless travel to dxpoywviaiov for an antecedent. We 
prefer, with Calixtus, Rosenmiiller, Baumgarten, and Matthies, 
taking vadv dytov év Kupiw as the antecedent. If it be said, 


on the one hand, that év 6 usually in such connections refers 
to Christ, then it may be said, on the other hand, that to be 
built 7m or-into a temple keeps the figure homogeneous. The 
entire structure compacted in Jesus groweth into a temple, 
“in which ye also are built” as living stones. The dels 
may specially refer to the Gentile Christians, as they are 
peculiarly addressed and reminded of their privileges, for this 
verse is the conclusion of the paragraph which began with the 
congratulation—“ Ye are no more strangers and foreigners.” 
The intense signification of magis magtsque which Bucer 
gives to the cuv- in composition with the cvvorxodopetode, is 
wholly unwarranted, save by this implication, that the placing 
of those stones from the Ephesian quarry on the rising struc- 
ture added considerably to its size. Nor ean we, with Calvin 


de ’emportement; si tous étojent froids, tl y auroit de la negligence: mais par la 

violence des uns il échauffe la froideur de temperament des autres; et par la froideur 

des derniers il tempere la trop grande ardeur des premiers; faisant et entretenant 

ainsi un heureux ajustement, et unesalutaire harmonie dans son Eglise.”— Sermons sur 

l'Epitre de St. Paul aux Ephesiens, pay feu M. Du Bose, tome iii. pp. 299, 300. 1699, 
P 
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and Meier, look upon the verb as an imperative ; for the entire 
previous context is a recital of privilege, and the same form 
of syntactic connection is maintained throughout. The idea 
that seems to be entertained by Harless and Grotius is—As 
the whole building fitly framed together groweth into a holy 
temple in the Lord, so ye, individually or socially, are built 
up in like manner for a habitation of God in the Spirit. This 
opinion destroys as well the unity of the figure as the connec- 
tion of the verses. It is one temple which the apostle describes, 
and he concludes his delineation by telling the Ephesians that 
they formed part of its living materials and masonry. In 
3 Esdras v. 88, cvvoscodopjoopev duiv means—“ we will build 
along with you.” The dative is, however, in that clause 
formally expressed, while, in the passage before us, no other 
party is referred to. The duels of this verse are the dpeis of 
ver. 19. The ovy- may not, therefore, expressly denote 
“along with others,” but rather—‘ Ye are built together in 
mutual contact or union among yourselves, or rather with all 
built in along with you.’’ The verb is thus of similar refer- 
ence with cuvapporoyouuévyn. The stones of that building are 
not thrown together without choice or order, but they adhere 
with a happy and unchanging union. Christians who have 
personal knowledge of one another have a closer intimacy, 
and so they are not wantonly separated in this structure, but, 
"like the Ephesian church, are “ built together ’’— 
eis KaTouKnThptov TOD cod év Tveduarv—* for an habitation 
of God in the Spirit.” We regard these words as explanatory 
of the vads dysos of the preceding verse, to the explanation of 
‘which the reader may turn. We cannot, with Harless, refer 
them to individual Christians, for such an idea mars the unity 
and completeness of the figure. As Stier remarks, too, all the 
nouns are in the singular, and refer to one structure. The 
purpose of the holy temple is defined. It is, as we-have seen 
from several portions of the Old Testament, the dwelling of 
God “This is my rest’’—“ here will I stay.”” Now Jehovah 


1 Josephus records among the omens which preceded the fall of Jerusalem, that 
a mysterious voice was heard in the temple to utter the awful words—“ Let us go 
hence,” as if its Divine inhabitant had been bidding it farewell, and leaving it to 
its fate. 
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dwelt in His temple for two purposes:—1. To instruct His 
people by His oracles and cheer them with His presence. 
“God is in the midst of her’’—“Shine forth, Thou that 
dwellest between the cherubim ”—“ TI will meet thee, and I 
will commune with thee.” Moses brought the causes of the 
people “ before the Lord.” God inhabits this spiritual fane 
for spiritual ends—-to teach and prompt, to guide and bless, 
to lead and comfort. His presence diffuses a light and a joy, 
of which the lustre of the Shechinah was only a faint reflec- 
tion and emblem. 2. Jehovah dwelt in the temple to accept 
the services of his people. The offerings were presented in 
the courts of the house to the God of the house. “ Spiritual 
sacrifices ” are still laid on the altar to God, and the odour of 
such oblations is a “ sweet savour,’ rising with fresh and un- 
dispersed perfume to Him who is enshrined in His sanctuary. 

Three interpretations have been proposed of the ‘concluding 
words—év IIveduare. 1. Some, such as Chrysostom, Riickert, 
Olshausen, and Holzhausen, as also Erasmus, Homberg, 
Koppe, Flatt, and others, give the words an adjectival sensé, 
as if they merely meant “ spiritually,” and characterized this 
edifice, in contrast with the Jewish temple “made with 
hands.” But such an exposition is baseless. There is no 
contrast intended between a material and a spiritual temple, 
nor is there anything implying it. Nor could the two words, 
placed as they are by the apostle, naturally bear such a signi- 
fication. That the article is not necessary to give the words 
a personal reference as some, such as Riickert, affirm, is plain 
from many similar passages, as may be seen in our remarks 
on i. 17, and in the following paragraph. 

2. Some join év IIvetpare to the verb cuvorxodopetoOe, and 
then the words denote—“ built together by means of the 
Spirit.” This is the view of Theophylact, Cécumenius, 
Meyer, and Hodge. Calvin combines both this and the pre- 
ceding interpretation. To such an exegesis we might object, 
with Harless, that it is strange that words of such importance, 
denoting the medium of erection, should be found in the para- 
graph as a species of afterthought. Harless indeed adds, that 
TIvedpua, denoting the Spirit objectively should have the article. 
But surely the article is not required any more than with the 
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év Kupiw of the preceding verse. The reader may turn for 
proof to this. epistle, iii. 5, vi. 18; and Matt. xxii. 43; Rom. 
viii. 4; 1 Cor. xiv. 2; Gal. iv. 29, v. 5; in all which places 
the Holy Ghost is referred to, and the noun wants the article. 
See under i. 17. Where the Holy Spirit in distinct and ex- 
ternal personality is spoken of, or His influences are regarded 
as coming from without, the noun has the article; but in many 
places where He is conceived of in His subjective operations, 
the article is either inserted or omitted. It is omitted Matt. 
i. 18-20, iii. 11, and inserted Luke ii. 27, iv. 1,14. Perhaps 
the idea of divine power exerted ad extra is intended in these 
last passages. When the epithet dyvov is employed, the article 
is sometimes used and sometimes not, though the cases of omis-_ 
sion are rather more frequent. But no possible difference of 
meaning can in many places be detected. Harless instances 
I Cor. ii. 4, 13, compared with ver. 10, in which last verse 
the Spirit is conceived of as God’s, and has the article. In 
the phrases in which the Spirit’s relation to the Father is 
kept in view, the article is used. But revelation is as clearly 
ascribed to the Spirit in this epistle, iii. 5, as in 1 Cor. ii. 10, 
and yet in the former place it has no article. The article, 
without difference of view, is employed and rejected in con- 
tiguous verses. Acts vill. 17,18, 19, xix. 2,65 John iii. 5, 6. 
The cases of insertion in these quotations may be accounted 
for on other and mere grammatical principles. Fritzsche ad 
Rom. viii. 4. 

3. The third interpretation is that supported virtually by 
Stier, De Wette, and Matthies. God dwells in this temple 
as in individual believers “ by or in His Spirit.” Christians 
are the temple of God, because the Spirit of God dwelleth in 
them. 1 Cor. iii. 16. What is true of them separately is also 
true of them collectively—they are the residence of God in 
the Spirit. "Ev IIvedpars defines the mode of inhabitation. 
That temple, from its connection with the Spirit—inasmuch 
as the Spirit has fashioned, quickened, and laid its living 
stones, and dwells within them—is “a habitation of God.”. 
The God who resides in the church is the enlightening, puri- 
fying, elevating, comforting Spirit. The apostle’s own defini- 
tion of the formula is—“ Ye are év Hveduars—in the Spirit, if 
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so be that the Spirit of God dwell in you.” Rom. viii. 9. 
And thus again, as often before, the Trinity or the triune rela- 
tion of God to His people is brought out. The Father dwells 
in the Spirit in that temple of which the Son is the chief 
corner-stone. The church is one, holy and divine; it rests 
on Christ—is possessed by God—filled with the Spirit—and 
is ever increasing. 


CHAP. III. 


Havina illustrated with such cordial satisfaction and impres- 
sive imagery the high privileges of the Gentile converts, the 
apostle, as his manner is, resolves to present a prayer for 
them. But other thoughts rush into his mind, suggested by 
his own personal condition! He was a prisoner; and as he 
was now writing to Gentiles, at least was at that moment 
addressing the Gentile portion of the Ephesian church, an 
allusion to his bonds was natural, and seems to have been 
introduced at once as a proof of the honesty of his congratu- 
lations, and as a circumstance that must have prepared his 
readers to enter into the spirit of the earnest and comprehen- 
sive supplication to be offered on their behalf. But the 
impressive theme on which he had been dilating with such 
ecstasy still vibrated in his heart, and the mention of his im- 
prisonment, originating in his attachment to the Gentiles, 
suggested a reference to his special functions as the apostle of 
heathendom. ‘These ideas came upon him with such force, 
and brought with them such associations, that he could not 
easily pass from them. ‘The clank of his chain at length 
awakens him to present reality, and he concludes the paren- 
thesis with a request that his readers would not mope and 
despond over his sufferings, endured for a cause in which they 
had so tender and blessed interest. The 1st and 13th verses 
are thus in close connection, and the apostle, as if describing 
a circle, comes round at length to the point from which he 
originally started. The connection is—‘“ For this cause, I 
Paul, the prisoner of Jesus Christ for you Gentiles ””—“ bow 
my knees unto the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

(Ver. 1.) Todrov ydpw— For this cause;” the reference 


1 The accusers of the apostle had not yet come to Rome, and he might therefore 
be detained for an indefinite period. This law was afterwards altered, and the sus- 
pension of a process for a year was held to be tantamount to its abandonment, 
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being not to any special element in the previous illustration, 
but to the whole of it—inasmuch as Gentile believers are 
raised along with believing Jews to those high privileges and 
honours now common to both of them. The remarks we have 
made will show that we regard the construction as broken by 
a long parenthesis, and resumed in ver. 14, not at ver. 8, as 
Cicumenius and Grotius suppose, nor yet at ver. 13, as Zan- 
chius, Cramer, and Holzhausen maintain. In the former 
hypothesis, the connection thus stands—‘ I Paul, the prisoner 
of Jesus Christ for you Gentiles ’’—“even to me, less than 
the least of all saints, is this grace given.’’ But here there is 
no natural contact of ideas, and the change of case from the 
nominative to the dative, though vindicated by Gicumenius 
from examples in Thucydides and Demosthenes, is, as Origen 
affirms, a solecism, and is fatal to the hypothesis. Catena in 
loc. ed. Cramer. Oxford, 1842. The 8th verse is insepar- 
ably connected also with the 6th and 7th verses. The 
other opinion, that the course of thought is resumed in 
ver. 13, is proved to be untenable as well by the occurrence 
of the simple 6vo in that verse, as by the fact that the 
repeated tovrov yapw of the following verse has no founda- 
tion in the sentiment of the 13th. The idea expressed in the 
13th verse is a subordinate and natural conclusion of the 
digression. Erasmus Schmid, Michaelis, and Hammond 
would consider the whole chapter a parenthesis, but such an 
opinion makes the digression altogether too long, and over- 
looks the connecting link in ver. 14. The majority of expo- 
sitors adopt the view we have given, to wit, that ver. 14 
resumes the interrupted sentiment. Theodoret says—raira 
advra (ver. 1-13) ey péow reOetxas avarapBdves tov Tepi 
mpocevyfs Aoyov. This opinion plainly harmonizes with the | 
scope and construction of the chapter. Winer, § 62-4. 

But there are some commentators who deny that any par- 
enthesis or digression occurs, and for this purpose various 
supplements have been proposed for the Ist verse. Many 
supply the verb eju/—“ For this cause I Paul am the prisoner 
of Jesus Christ.” This conjecture has for its authority the 
Peschito, which is followed by Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Anselm, Erasmus, Aretius, Cajetan, Beza, with a large host 
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of modern critics, the version of Tyndale, and Geneva. The 
paraphrase of Chrysostom is—&d todro Kal éya Sedeuat ; and 
he adds in explanation of the phrase—“ if my Master was 
crucified for you, much more am I bound.” But our objection 
is, first, that déousos has the article—I am the prisoner, whereas 
Paul may be supposed to say, “I am a prisoner.” It is 
alleged by Beza, Rollock, and Meyer, that the notoriety of 
Paul as a prisoner might have prompted him to use the article. 
But such a supposition is not in harmony with the apostle’s 
character. Under such an exegesis also, as has been often 
remarked, rovrou yapw and biép buoy would form a tautology. 
The apostle does not mean to magnify the fact of his imprison- 
ment: he merely hints in passing that it originated in the 
proclamation of those very truths which he had been discuss- 
ing. Middleton on Greek Article, p. 358. Others, again, 
such as the Codices D, Ei, supply mpecPedw—a spurious 
insertion borrowed from vi. 20, and adopted by Ambrosiaster 
and Castalio, as well as by Calvin in his Latin rendering— 
legatione fungor. Another MS. has the verb cexadynpas, 
taken from Phil. ii. 16. Jerome supplies—cognovi mysterium, 
and Camerarius gives us—hoc seribo. Meyer’s rendering is 
peculiar—deshalb—because you are inbuilt—zu diesem Behufe 
bin Ich Paulus, der Gefesselte Christi Jesu um euret der Heiden 
willen. But the plain supposition of a long parenthesis ren- 
ders all such supplements superfluous. 

"Eyo IladA0s—“ I Paul,” his own name being inserted to 
give distinctness, personality, and authority to the statement, 
as in 1 Cor. i. 12, 18, ii. 4, 5, 22; 2 Cor. x. 13 Gal. v. 2; 
Col. i. 23; 1 Thess. 17.18; Phil. 9. That name was vene- 
rated in those churches, and its formal mention must have 
struck a deep and tender chord in their bosom. Once Saul, 
the synonyme of antichristian intolerance, it was now Paul, 
not merely a disciple or a servant, but— 

0 décptos Tod Xpirrod Incod—“ the prisoner of Christ Jesus.” 
2 Tim. 1.8; Phil. 9. The genitive, as that of originating 
cause, signifies not merely “a prisoner belonging to Christ,” 
but one whom Christ, that is, Christ’s cause, and not Cesar, 
liad imprisoned. Winer, § 30,2, 8; Acts xxiii.11. His loss 
of liberty arose from no violation of law on his part: it was 
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solely in prosecuting his mission that he was apprehended and 
confined; for he was in fetters — 

vrép tuav trav €Ovav— on behalf of you Gentiles,” a 
common sense of the preposition, which is repeated in ver. 12. 
It was his office as apostle of the Gentiles which exposed him 
to persecution, and led to his present incarceration. Acts 
xxii, 22, xxv. 11, xxviii. 16. His vindication of such 
truths as formed the last paragraph of the preceding chapter, 
roused Jewish jealousy and indignation. Nay, in writing to 
the Ephesians he could not forget that the suspicion of his 
having taken an Ephesian named Trophimus into the temple 
with him, created the popular disturbance that led to his cap- 
ture and his final appeal to Cesar, his journey to Rome, and 
his imprisonment in the imperial city. The apostle proceeds 
to explain more fully the meaning of this clause— 

(Ver. 2.) Eiye qxovoarte Ti oixovopiav— If indeed ye have 
heard of the dispensation.” As the translation—“ if ye have 
heard "—seems to imply that Paul was a stranger to the 
Ephesian church, various attempts have been made to give 
the words another rendering. (See Introduction.) That eiye 
may bear the meaning “ since,” is undeniable (iv. 21; Col. i. 
23); or, “if indeed, as I take for granted, ye have heard ; ” 
or, as Estius and Wiggers translate—“ if, as is indeed the 
case, ye have heard.” Hermann, ad Viger. p. 834. The 


particle ye is used in suppletive sentences (Hartung, Partdh. 
i. 391) and may be rendered und zwar—“ and indeed.” 
Harless is inclined to take the words as hypothetical, as 
indicating want of personal acquaintance with his readers ; 
but Hartung (ii. 212,) lays it down, that in cases where the 
contents of the sentence are adduced as proof of a preceding 
statement, the meaning of elrye approaches that of 67. and 
érel, Hoogeveen also states the same canon.? The apostle 
says—I am a prisoner for you Gentiles ; and he now gives the 
reason of his assertion—Ye must surely have heard of the dis- 
pensation committed to me—a dispensation whose prominent 
and distinctive element it is to preach among the Gentiles. 

~ Reckless efforts have been made upon the verb jxovcare— 


1 Stud. and Kritik. 1841, p, 482. 
2 Doctrina Particularum, §¢e. p. 158, ed. Schiitz ; Klotz-Devar, p, 808. 
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as when Pelagius renders it firmiter tenetis. So Anselm, Gro- 
tius, and Rinck, Sendschreib. des Korinth, p.56. See under i. 15. 
The apostle has been supposed by Musculus, Crocius, Flatt, 
and De Wette, to mean “ hearing by report of others.” There 
is no proof of this in the language, nor of the other version— 
“hearing, and also attending and understanding.” The writer 
may refer to his own sermons, for we cannot say with Calvin 
—credibile est, quum ageret Liphesi, eum tacuisse de his rebus. 
The apostle may, in this quiet form, stir up their memory of 
the truth, that mission to the heathen was his special work— 
‘not his work by accident, but by fixed divine arrangement, 
He preached in Ephesus to both Jew and Gentile; and his 
precise vocation, as the apostle of the Gentiles, might not have 
been very fully or formally discussed. Still it was a theme 
which could not have been kept in abeyance. They surely 
had heard it from his lips; and this elrye, rather than étu, is 
the expression of a gentle hope that they had not forgotten 
the lesson. Yet there is no reprehension in the phrase, a as is 
supposed by Vitringa and Holzhausen. 

The term oixovoyia does not signify the apostolical office, 
as is the-opinion of Luther, Musculus, Rollock, Aretius, 
Crocius, Wieseler, and others, for it is explained by the 
apostle himself in the following verse; and it cannot denote 
dispensatio doctrine, as Pelagius translates it; nor offictum 
dispensande gratia Dei, as Anselm explains it. Seé under 
i. 10. Its meaning is arrangement or plan; and the apostle 
employs it to describe the mode in which he had been selected 
and qualified to preach faith and privilege to the Gentiles. 
Chrysostom identifies the oixovowia with the dmoxcadus of 
the following verse—“ As much as to say, I learned it not 
from man.” How came it that a person like Paul—a staunch 
Pharisee, a scholar of Gamaliel, attached to rabbinical studies, 
and a zealot in defence of the law—how came it that he, with 
antecedents so notorious in their contrast, should be the man 
to preach, as his special mission, the entrance of Gentiles into 
Christian privilege? The method of his initiation was of 
God; and that “ economy ”’ is described as being— 

THS Xapitos TOD Deod Tis Sobeians jot eis bwas—“ of the 
grace of God which is given me to you-ward.” This ydps is 
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not, as Grotius and Riickert imagine, the apostolical office, 
but the source or contents of it. Wesee no ground to identify 
xapes with the following pvorypiov, though it includes it. The 
idea is either that the oicovouéa had its origin in that ydprs, or 
rather that the ydpus was its characteristic element. Winer, 
§ 30, 2. That grace was given him, not that he might enjoy 
it as a private luxury, but that he by its assistance might 
impart it to others—eis duas— to you,” not inter vos, as Storr 
makes it. Gal. i. 15, ii. 9; Acts xxii. 21. There may, as 
Stier suggests, be an allusion in the ofxovoula to the oixodopH 
of ver. 21 in the previous chapter. In the house-arrangement 
and distribution of offices, the building of the Gentile portion 
of the structure was Paul’s special function. The apostle now 
becomes more special in his description— 

(Ver. 3.) "Ore xara drroxddurpuy éyvwpicOn mot TO MuaTHpLov 
—“How that by revelation was the mystery made known to 
me.” ’Eryveépoce is the reading of the Received Text, on the 
authority of D111, KE, J, K, and many minuscules, and is 
received by Knapp and Tittmann ; but éyywpic6n has the pre- 
ponderant authority of A, B,C, D4, F,G, &c., the Syriac and 
‘Vulgate, and is adopted by Lachmann, Hahn, and Tischendorf. 
The “relative particle 671, as the correlative of té, introduces 
an objective sentence.” Donaldson, Greek Gram., § 584. It 
leads to further explanation, and the clause is a supplementary 
accusative connected with the previous verb. The mystery 
itself is unfolded in ver. 6; for, as we have seen under i. 9, 
“mystery”? is not something in itself incomprehensible, but 
merely something unknown till God please to reveal it— 
something undiscoverable by man, and to the knowledge of 
which he comes by divine disclosure—xard amoxdduww, the 
emphasis lying on the phrase, as is indicated by its position. 
Gal. 1.2. In Gal..i. 12, the genitive with dud is employed. 
Grammarians, as Bernhardy (p. 241) and Winer (§ 59), show 
that xard, with the accusative, has sometimes an adverbial 
signification; so Meyer renders offenbarungswetse. ‘The differ- 
ence is not material; but &@ aroxadvews would refer to the 
means or method of disclosure, whereas cata drroxddurwy may 
describe the shape which it assumed. ‘'he general spirit of 
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the statement is, that his mission to the Gentiles. was not 
created by the expansive philanthropy of his own bosom, nor 
was it any sourness of temper against his countrymen, that 
prompted him to select, as his favourite sphere of labour, the 
outfield of heathendom. He might have been a believer, but 
still, like many thousands of the Jews—“ zealous of the law.” 
It was by special instruction that he comprehended the world- 
wide adaptions of the gospel, and gave himself to the work of 
evangelizing the heathen—the mystery being their admission 
to church fellowship equally with the Jews. He alludes, not 
perhaps so much to the first instructions of the divine will at 
his conversion (Acts ix. 15), as to subsequent revelations. 
Acts xxii. 21; Gal. i. 16. And he adds—- 

Kaas movéeypawa év ddiyo —“ as I have just written in 
brief;”’ or, as Tyndale renders—“ as I wrote above, in feawe 
wordes.”’ i. 9, ii. 18. The parenthetical marking of some 
editors, commencing with this clause, and extending to the 
end of ver. 4, is useless; and the relative 6 in ver. 5 belongs 
to the antecedent pwvornptov in ver. 4. There is no occasion, 
with Hunnius, Mazloratus, Chrysostom, and Calvin, to make 
the reference in the verb to some earlier epistle. Theodoret 
says well—ovy os twwés trédaPov, Sti érépay ériotody 
yéypadev. See under i. 12. Such is the view of the great 
body of interpreters. The apostle refers to what he had now 
written in the preceding paragraph—from ver. 13 to the end 
of the second chapter—and apparently not, as Alford says, to 
i. 9; nor, as Ellicott says, to the fact contained in the imme- 
diately preceding clause. 

And he had written év édéy@—in brevi (Vulgate), “in brief” 
—in a few words. See Kypke, Odservat. ii. p. 293, in which 
examples are given from Herodotus, Thucydides, and Aristotle. 
Theodoret—followed by Erasmus, Camerarius, Calvin, Grotius, 
Hstius, Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius, and many others—pro- 
poses that év odvym should be taken as explanatory of the 
mpo- in mpoéyparra, and that the phrase signifies vdv, or paulo 
ante. Bodius conveniently combines both views. But such 
a construction cannot be admitted; to express such an idea 
mpo odtyov would have been employed. And the apostle has 


EPHESIANS IIl. 4. 291 


not intimated simply that such a mystery was disclosed to 
him, but that he has also noted down the results or contents 
of the disclosure, and for this purpose— 

(Ver. 4.) Ipods 6. pds 6 cannot be identified, as Theo- 
phylact does, with €£ ov. It may mean, as Harless and De 
Wette translate, “in consequence of which;” or, as in our 
version, “ whereby.” We question, however, whether this 
meaning can be sustained. It may be the ultimate, but it is 
not the immediate sense. Its rmore usual signification—“ in 
reference to which”—is as appropriate. Winer, § 49,4. Such 
is also the rendering of Peile—“ referring to which.” Herodot. 
iii. 52; Jelf, p. 638; Matthiae, § 591; Bernhardy, p. 265; 
Vigerus, De Idiotismis, 11. p. 694; London, 1824. The 
reference is subjective—“ as I have already written in brief, 
in reference to which portion—‘ tanquam ad specimen,’ when 
ye read it, ye may understand my knowledge.” In the phrase 
mpos 8, the apostle quietly claims their special attention to the 
passage on which such notoriety is bestowed, and adds— 

Sivacbe avaywwoKovTes vonjoa, THv obveriv pov &v TO 
pevotnpl tod Xpicrov—“ you can while reading perceive my 
insight in the mystery of Christ.” When this epistle reached 
them it was presumed that they would read it ;! and as they 
read it, they would feel their competence. The present parti- 
ciple expresses contemporaneous action—the reading being 
parallel in time to the perception; though the latter is expressed 
by the aorist infinitive, which form, according to Donaldson, 
“ describes a single act either as the completion or as the com- 
mencement of a continuity.” Greek Gram. § 427, d. If this 
be supposed. to be too refined, it may be added that several 
verbs, as ddvapat, are in Greek idiom followed by the aorist 
rather than the present. Winer, § 44, 7. The verb voficas means 
to perceive—come to the knowledge of—to mark; whereas 
ctveots is intelligence or insight, and does not require the 
repetition of the article before év r@ wvaornpie, as one idea is 
conveyed. Josh. i. 7; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12; Daniel i. 17; 


1“ Here he confuteth the papists, on account of their cursed practice in taking 
away the key of knowledge—the reading of the Scriptures; in which fact they are 
like the Philistines putting out the eyes of Samson, and taking away the smiths, 
not leaving a weapon in Israel.” Bayne, on Eph, in loc, Lond. 1643, 
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3 Esdras i. 3. Winer, § 20, 2; Tittmann’s Synon. p. 191. 
If ye read what I have written, ye shall perceive what grasp 
T have of the mystery; and my knowledge of it is based on 
immediate revelation. True, the apostle had written but 
briefly, yet these hints were the index of a fuller familiarity 
with the theme. The genitive, tod Xpsorod, is probably that 
of object. Ellicott, following Stier, inclines to make it that of 
material or identity, which appears too refined and strained— 
Colossians i. 27 not being exactly parallel, but being a sub- 
jective phase of the same great truth. But why should the 
apostle solemnly profess such knowledge of the mystery ? 
We can scarcely suppose, with Olshausen, Harless, and De 
Wette, that Paul had in his eye other persons who were 
strangers to him, or who were hostile to his claims; nor can 
we imagine, with Wiggers, that he wrote to the Ephesians as 
representatives of the heathen world. Stud. und Kritik. p. 433; 
1841. It could be no vulgar self-assertion that prompted 
the reference. Possibly he was afraid of coming evils from 
Judaizing teachers and haughty zealots, and therefore, having 
illustrated the equality of Gentile privilege, he next vindicates 
it by the solemn interposition of his apostolical authority. 
(Ver. 5.) “O érépaus yeveats ox éyvwpicbn Tots viois TOV 
av porrwv— W hich in other ages was not made known to the 
sons of men.” The antecedent to 6 is uvornpzov, the relative 
forming a frequent link of connection. The év which is found 
in the Received Text is condemned by the evidence of MSS., 
such as A, C, D, HE, F, G, 1, K. The dative as a designation 
of the time in which an action took place may stand by itself 
without a preposition, as in ii. 12, though in poetry the pre- 
position is frequently prefixed. Kiihner, § 569; Stuart, § 106; 
Winer, § 31,9. According to some, yeveais is a species of 
ablative, with an ellipse of the preposition, and, as usually 
happens in such a case, MSS. vary in their readings. Bos, 
Lllipses Greece, ed. Scheefer, p. 437. Teved, corresponding to 
the Hebrew +4, signifies here the time occupied by a genera- 
ration—an age measured by the average length of human ~ 
life. Acts xiv. 16, xv. 21; Col.i.26. There is no reason 
to adopt the opinion of Meyer and Hodge, and take the term 
to signify men, having, in epexegetical apposition with it, the 
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phrase trois uviols rv dvOp@7wv. Such a construction is clumsy, 
and it is far better to give the two datives a differential sig- 
nification. The formula érépas yeveat, so used with the past 
tense, refers to past ages, and stands in contrast with vov. 

That the phrase “sons of men” should, as Bengel supposes, 
mean the prophets of the Old Testament, is wholly out of the 
question. Ezekiel was often named ox2—“ son of man,” but 
the prophets never as a body received the cognomen “ sons of 
men.”’ We can scarcely say, with Harless, Matthies, and 
Stier, that there is studied emphasis in the words, as if to 
bring out the need which such generations had of this know- 
ledge, since they were men sprung of men, and were in want 
of that Spirit so plentifully conferred in these recent times. 
Mark iii. 28, compared with Matt. xii. 81. The words so 
familiar to a Hebrew ear, seem to have been suggested by the. 
yeved to the apostolic mind. As age after age passed away, 
successive generations of mortal men appeared. Sons suc- 
ceeded fathers, and their sons succeeded them; so that by 
‘sons of men” is signified the successive band of contem- 
poraries whose lives measured these fleeting yeveai. The 
meaning of the apostle, however, is not that the mystery was 
unknown to all men, for it was known to afew; but he intends 
to say, that in the minds of men generally it did not possess 
that prominence and clearness which it did in apostolic times. 
And he fills up the contrast, thus— 

as vov atexarvgOn Tois ayiots amoctéNows avToD— as it 
has been now revealed to His holy apostles.” The aorist is 
connected with viy—a connection possible in Greek, but im- 
possible in English. Revelation is the mode by which the 
apostles gained an insight into the mystery which in previous 
ages had not been divulged. Bengel says—notrficatio per 
revelationem est fons notificationis per preconium. ‘The points 
of comparison introduced by @s are various:—1. In point of 
time—vov. Only since the advent of Jesus has the shadow 
been dispelled. 2. In breadth of communication. The apostle 
speaks of the general intimation which the ancient world had 
of the mystery, and compares it with those full and exact 
conceptions of it which these recent revelations by the Spirit 
had imparted. 3. In medium and object. The “sons of 
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men” are opposed to holy apostles and prophets. The apostle’s 
meaning fully brought out is—As it has been now revealed 
unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit, and by them 
made known to the present age. If the mystery needed to 
be revealed by the Spirit, and to minds of such preparation 
and susceptibility as those of apostles and prophets; if its 
disclosure required such supernatural influence and such a 
selected class of recipients—then it is plain that very inade- 
quate and glimmering notions of it must have been entertained 
by past generations. The “ prophets’? have been described 
- under ii, 20, and“ apostles and prophets”’ will be more fully 
illustrated under iv. 11. The epithet &y1ov is unusual in this 
application, though it is given to the old prophets. 2 Kings 
iv.9; Luke i. 70; 2 Pet.i.21. The term has been explained 
under i. 1, and in this place its sense is brought out by the 
following adrod. They were His in a special sense, selected, 
endowed, commissioned, inspired, sustained, and acknowledged 
by Him, and so they were “holy.” Not only were they so 
officially, but their character was in harmony with their awful 
functions. They were not indeed holier than others; no such 
comparison is intended. The Ephesian church was “holy” as 
well as the apostles; but they are called holy in this special 
sense and in their collective capacity, from the nearness and 
peculiarity of their relation to God. The Jewish people were 
a “holy nation,” but on the “ forefront of the mitre” of the 
high priest, of him who stood within the vail and before the 
mercy-seat, there was a golden plate with the significant 
inscription—“ HOLINESS TO JEHOVAH.” 

kai mpopyrais év Ilveduari—“ and prophets in the Spirit. 7 
Lachmann, followed by Bisping, places a comma after dyiots, 
and regards the next words as in apposition. [Ivedyua has not 
the article. See under i. 17; see algo under ii. 22. Ambro- 
siaster and Erasmus connect éy IIvedwars with the following 
verse, a supposition which the structure of the succeeding 
sentence forbids; and Meier joins the same phrase to ayious, 
as if év [Ivevuare explained the term—a hypothesis which is 
also set aside by the order of the words. The majority of 
expositors, from Jerome and Anselm to Stier and Conybeare, 
join the words to the previous verb—“ revealed in” or “ by 
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the Spirit.’ The clause will certainly bear this interpretation, 
and the sense is apparent. Winer, § 20,4. But the phrase- 
ology is peculiar. Peile translates—“ apostles and inspired 
interpreters,” but he erroneously thinks that prophets and 
' apostles are the same. -See under ii. 20. It might be said ' 
that the pronoun seems to qualify dmroaréAots—rois arylous 
amoorTexols avtoo—to His holy apostles, while the prophets 
have no distinctive character given them, unless it be by the 
words év Hvetwart, for they were prophets, and had become 
so, or had a right to the title, év Iveduars. 2 Pet.i.21. This 
interpretation was before the mind of Chrysostom, though he 
did not adopt it, and Koppe and Holzhausen have formally 
maintained it. The construction would then resemble that of 
the same formula in the last verse of the preceding chapter. 
Similar construction is found Rom. viii. 9, xiv. 17; 1 Cor. xii. 
3; Col. i. 8; Rev. i.10. The epithet is not superfluous, as these 
men became prophets only “in the Spirit.” The apostles them- 
selves stand in the room of the Old Testament prophets, and 
their possession of the Spirit was a prominent and functional 
distinction. But the prophets so-called under the New Testa- 
ment were not to be undervalued; they, too, were “in the 
Spirit.” De Wette objects that such an epithet for the prophets 
would be too distinctive. But why so? The apostles were 
God’s—atrod—in a special sense, and they were Gyzou in con- 
sequence. But Paul does not give the “ prophets ”’ either one 
or other of these lofty designations. The apostles had high 
office and prerogatives, but the possession of the Spirit was 
the solitary distinction of the prophets, and by it the sacred 
writer seems to characterize them. At the same time, the 
ordinary construction of év IIvetuars with the verb gives so 
good a meaning, that we could not justify ourselves in depart- 
ing from it. 

The general sense of the verse is evident. The apostle does 
not seem to deny all knowledge of the mystery to the ancient 
world, but he only compares their knowledge of it, which at 
best was a species of perplexed clairvoyance, with the fuller 
revelation of its terms and contents given to modern apostles 
and prophets; or as Theodoret contrasts it—-od yap ra 
mpdypata eldov, GNA Tods TrEpl TOY TrpayLaTwY Tpoeyparray 

Q 
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Aoyous. In Vetere Testamento Novum latet, et in Novo Vetus 
patet. Thescholium in Matthaci—“ that the men of old knew 
that the Gentiles should be called, but not that they should 
be fellow-heirs,” contains a distinction too acute and refined. 
The intimations in the Old Testament of the calling of the 
Gentiles are frequent, but not full; disclosing the fact, but 
keeping the method in shade. The apostle James refers to 
this in Acts xv. 14. But after the death of Christ, which, by 
its repéal of the ceremonial code, was the grand means of 
Judxo-Gentile union, a church, without reference to race, was 
fully organized. The salvation of guilty men of all races 
became a distinctive feature of the gospel, and therefore the 
incorporation of non-Israel into the church, revealed to Peter 
and Paul by the Spirit, was more clearly understood from the 
results of daily experience and the fruits of missionary enter- 
prise. Acts xi. 17, 18, xv. 7, 13. 

(Ver. 6.) This verse explains the mystery. The infinitive 
eivas contains the idea of design if viewed from one point, and 
of fact if viewed from another—the purpose seen or realized 
in the purport or contents. It does not depend upon the last 
verse, but unfolds the unimagined contents of the revelation— 

eivar Ta Gyn cuyKAnpovdopa— that the Gentiles are fel- 
low-heirs.” Rom. viii. 17. Remarks have been made on the 
KAnpovopla, under i. 14,18.. The Gentiles were to be co-heirs 
with the believing Jews, without modification or diminution 
of privilege. Their heirship was based on the same charter, 
and referred to the same inheritance. Nor, though that heir- 
ship was very recent in date, were they only residuary lega- 
tees, bound to be content with any contingent remainder that 
satiated Israel might happen to leave. No; they inherited 
equally with the earlier sons. Theirs was neither an uncertain 
nor a minor portion, And not only were they joint-heirs, 
but even— 7 

kab cbvowwa— and of the same body,”—coneorporales— 
amore intimate union still. The form of spelling ctycopa 
is found in A, BY, D, E, F,G. The Gentiles were of the 
same body—not attached like an excrescence, not incorpo-~ 
rated like a foreign substance, but concorporated so that the 
additional were not be distinguished from the original mem- 
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bers in such a perfect amalgamation. The body is the one 
church under the one Head, and believing Jew and Gentile 
form that one body, without schism or the detection of national 
variety or of previous condition. Thus Theophylact—& yap 
cha yeysvacw ot €Oukol mpos Tos 'Iopandtras pid Kepary 
év Xptor@ cvyxparovpevor, Comp. ii. 16. Still further— 

kal cuvpéroya Tis émrayyedhias—“ and fellow-partakers of 
the promise.” The pronoun adrod of the Received Text is 
not found in the more important MSS. and versions, and is 
rejected by Lachmann and Tischendorf, though it occurs in 
D2, D3, E, F, G, K, L. The spelling cvvpéroya is found 
in A, B4, C, D', F, G. It has been thought by many to 
be too narrow a view to restrict the promise to the Holy 
Spirit. But many things favour such an opinion. He is 
the prominent gift or promise of the new covenant, as Paul 
hints in his comprehensive question, Gal. ili. 2; while again, 
in ver. 14 of the same chapter, he adds, as descriptive 
of the blessing of Abraham coming on the Gentiles—“ that 
we might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith.” 
Joel ii. 28, 29. Peter, vindicating his mission to Cornelius, 
refers also as a conclusive demonstration of its heavenly origin 
to the fact, that “the Holy Ghost fell on them as on us.” 
He repeats the same-evidence on another occasion. Acts xv. 8. 
The promise is here singled out by the article; and in the 
mind of the apostle, who had already referred to the Holy 
Ghost under a similar designation and in connection with the 
inheritance (i. 13), the one grand distinctive and dispensa- 
tional promise was that of the Spirit. And if the adrod be 
spurious, the naked emphasis laid on the term itself shows 
that to Paul it had a simple, well-known, and unmistakable 
meaning. Jillicott says that this view is scarcely. consonant 
with ovyxAnpovoua—tfellow-heirs. But the theology of the 
apostle shows the perfect consonance. Rom. viii. 14—17. 
They alone are heirs who are sons, and they alone are sons 
who are led by the Spirit of God. Then is added— 

ev Xpiotd “Inood—in Christ Jesus—as A, B, C, followed 
by the Coptic and Vulgate, read. We would not, with Vatab- 
lus, Koppe, Meier, Holzhausen, and Baumgarten-Crusius, 
restrict év Xpuctd Inood to the preceding noun émayyela— 
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“promise in Christ””—for then we might have expected a repe~ 
tition of the article; but, with the majority of critics, we 
regard it as qualifying the whole three adjectives, as the inner. 
sphere of union, while the medium or instrumental cause is 
next stated— 

Sia TOU evayyeXiou—not, as Locke translates; “in the time 
of the gospel ;” but “ by means of the gospel.” The prepo- 
sitions év and da stand in a similar relation, asini. 7. “In 
Christ,” were the Gentiles co-heirs, co-incorporated, and 
co-partakers of the promise with believing Israel, enjoying 
union in Hin, “ through that gospel” which was preached to 
them; for its object was to proclaim Christ—* our peace.” 

How, then, do the three epithets stand connected? There 
seems to be no climax, as Jerome, Pelagius, and Baumgarten- 
Crusius suppose; nor an anticlimax, as is the opinion of » 
Zanchius : yet we cannot adopt the idea of Valpy and others, 
that the series of terms is loosely thrown together without 
discrimination.! We apprehend that the apostle employs the 
three terms, in the fulness of his heart, at onee to magnify the 
mystery, and to prevent mistake. The ovy-is thrice repeated, 
and ctvcopa and svypéroya, are terms coined for the occa- 
sion, though the verb cupperéyw oceurs in classic Greek, as 
in Euripides, Supp. 648—ovpperacyorres ; Xenophon, Ana- 
basis, vii. 8.17; Plat. Thecet., Opera, vol. ili. p. 495, ed-Bekker; 
The Gentiles are fellow-heirs. But such a fellowship might 
be external to a great extent—Hsau might inherit though he 
severed himself from Jacob’s society. The apostle intensifies 
his meaning, and deelares that they are not only fellow-heirs, 
but of the same body—the closest union; not like Abraham’s 
sons by Keturah, each of whom received his portion and his 
dismissal in the same act. But while they might be co-heirs, 
and embodied in one personality, might there not be a differ- 
ence in the amount of blessing enjoyed and promised? Or 


1 Jerome affirms on this place, and in apology for the barbarous Latin in which 
the translation of the three terms was eouched—et singuli sermones, apices, puncta, 
in Divinis Scripturis plena sunt sensibus. Stier, as is his wont, and according to the 
artificial view which he has formed of the epistle and its various sections, finds his 
three favourite ideas of Grund, Weg, und Zeil—basis, manner, and end, with a eor- 
respondent reference to Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 
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with sameness of right, might there not be diversity of gift ? 
Will the Israelite have no higher donation as a memento of 
_ his descent, and a tribute of honour to his ancestral glories ? 
No; the Gentiles are also fellow-partakers of that one pro- 
mise. By this means the apostle shows the amount of 
Gentile privilege which comes to them in Christ, not by sub- 
mision to the law, as so many had fondly imagined, but by 
the gospel. The next verse shows his relation to that: gospel— 
(Ver. 7.) Od éyernOnv SudKcovos—“ of which I became a 
minister.”’ Col. i. 23; 2 Cor. iii, 6. This reading is supported 
by A, B, D', F, G; while éyevouny is used in C, D?, E, K, L. 
The use of the passive might show that he had no concur- 
rence in the act. But Buttmann says that éyev7jOnv is used in 
Doric for éyevounv, ylyvecOar being in that dialect a deponent 
passive. Phryn. ed-Lobeck, p. 108-109. Auvdkovos (not, as 
often said, from dud and xoves—“‘one covered with dust,” but 
from an old root—éidxhw—signifying ‘ I hasten”) is a servant 
in a general sense, and in relation to a master, as in 2 Cor. 
vi. 4, xi. 23; 1 Tim. iv: 6. Buttmann has shown that the 
preposition dé cannot enter into the composition of did«ovos, 
as the ais long. Theain dud may, from the necessities of 
metre, be sometimes long in poetry, but never in prose; while 
the Ionic form of the word under review is dujcoves. Lextlogusy 
sub ‘voce, dudxtopos. As an apostle he did not merely enjoy 
the dignity of office, or the admiration created by the display 
of miraculous gifts. He busied himself; he served with cager 
cordiality and unwearied zeal— | 
Kata thy Swpedy THS yYdpiTos TOD Beod Thy Sobcicdy por 
“ according to the gift of the grace of God which was given 
to me.” Awped is the gift, and ydpes is that of which the 
gift is composed (ii. 8), the genitive being that of apposition. 
Instead of r7v Sofeicay in the next clause of the Reccived 
Text, some modern editors read—rfjs So8eions, which has the 
authority of the old MSS. A, B, C, D', F, G, but which may 
be borrowed from ver. 2. The Syriac and the Greek fathers 
are in favour of the first reading, which is retained by Tischen- 
dorf, being found in D?, HE, K, L. The sense is not affected 
—“< The gift made up of this grace is given, or the grace of 
which the gift consists is given.” The ydpus is not the gift 
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of tongues, as Grotius dreams; nor specially the Holy Ghost, 
as a-Lapide imagines. The term, resembling that of the Latin 
munus, refers not'to the apostolical office conferred out of the 
pure and sovereign favour of God, as in ver. 2 of this chapter, 
but it refers here to that office in its characteristic function of 
preaching the gospel to the Gentiles. It was given— 

KaTa THY évépyeav THs Suvvdpews avTov— according to the 
working of His power.” Kard refers us to dofeicav. The 
gift of grace is conferred in accordance with the working of 
His power. Seei. 19. “Evépyesa and divauis are explained 
under i. 19. Whitby unnecessarily and falsely restricts this 
power to that of miraculous agency conferred upon the apostle. 
But he refers in this place to the “grace” which originated 
his apostleship, wrought mightily in him when the office 
of the apostle of heathendom, with all its varied qualifica- 
tions, was conferred upon him. Unworthy of it he was; 
and had not the gift been accompanied by a striking mani- 
festation of God’s power, he could not have enjoyed it. And 
he served in harmony with his office—xara rv Swpedv ; and 
that office was conferred upon him in unison with—xara thy 
évépyecav—such a spiritual change, induced by the divine 
might, as changed a Jew into a Christian, a blasphemer into 
a saint, a Pharisee into an apostle, and a persecutor into a 
missionary. Calvin remarks—hee est potenti ejus efficacia ex 
nihilo grande aliquid efficere. Chrysostom says truly—“ The 
gift would not have been enough, if it had not implanted 
within him the power.” That grace was bestowed very freely - 
—1 Saped rhs ydperos ; and that power wrought very effec- 
tually—j évéoyera ths Suvdpews. Gal. ii, 8. The apostle 
becomes more minute— , 

(Ver. 8.) ’Epol, 7 €hayiototépm mdévrev ayiov—“ To me 
who am less than the least of all saints.” There is no good - 
reason adduced by Harless for making the first clause of this 
verse a parenthesis, and joining éy ois €Ovecw to the Swpedy of 
the preceding verse. The apostle prolongs the thought, and 
dwells upon it, He was a minister of the gospel through the 
gracious power of God. This reflection ever produced within 
him profound wonder and humility ; and though in one sense 
he was greater than the greatest of all saints, yet the 


EPHESIANS IIL. 8 231 


consciousness of his own demerit stood out in such striking 
contrast with the high function to which he had been called, 
that he exclaims—“ To me, who. am less than the least of 
all saints” +—é¢uoi being emphatic from its position. "EXayic~ 
toTép@ is a comparative, founded.on the superlative éddysoros 
—“Jess than. the least;.” a form. designed to. express the 


1 The following note describes with peculiar terseness and pungency a féeling 
which is the very opposite of the apostle’s humility. It is taken:from Baxter's 
“ Reformed Pastor,” a work which, from its honest exposures, many imagined should 
have been written.in Latin. But the author makes this quaint and telling apology: 
“Tf the ministers of England.Had sinned only in Latin,.I would have made shift to 
admonish them in Latin, or else Have said nothing to them. But if they will sin 
in English; they must hear ofit'in English.” The vice of pride if ministers is thus 
described and scorned—“ One of our most heinous and palpable sins is pride—a sin 
that hath.too much interest in the best, but is more hateful and inexcusable in us 
than in any.men. Yet is it so prevalent in some of us, that it inditeth our discourses 
for us; it chooseth us our company, it formeth our countenances, it putteth the 
accents and emphasis upon our words: when we reason, it is the determiner and 
exciter of our cogitations; it fills some men’s minds with aspiring desires and designs; 
it possesseth them with envious and bitter thoughts against those that stand in their 
light, or by any means do eclipse their glory, or hinder the progress of their idolized 
reputation. . ... . How often doth it choose our.subject, and more often choose our 
words and ornaments! God.biddeth us: be as-plain as we can, for the informing of 
the ignorant, and as convincing and serious as we are able,.for the. melting and . 
changing of unchanged hearts;, but pride stands by and contradicteth all; and 
sometimes it puts in toys and trifles, and polluteth rather than polisheth, and under 
pretence of ‘laudable ornaments, it disHonoureth our sermons with: childish gauds: 
as if.a prince were to be decked in-the habit of a stage-player or a:painted fool. It 
persuadeth us to paint the window that it may dim the light; and to. speak to our 
people that which they cannot understand, to acquaint them that we are able to. 
speak unprofitably. It taketh off the edge, and dulls the life of all our teachings, 
under the pretence of filing off the roughness, unevenness, and superfluity. If we 
have-a-plain.and cutting passage, it. throws it away as too rustical and ungrateful. 

... - And when pride.hath made the sermon, it goes with them into the pulpit; 
it-formeth their tone, it animateth them in the delivery, it takes them off.from that 
which may be displeasing, how necessary soever, and settetlt them im a pursuit of 
vain applause; and the sum of all this is, that it maketh men, both in studying and 
preaching, to seek themselves and deny God, when they should seek. Gods glory 
and deny themselves. When they should ask, ‘What should I say, and how 
should I say it, to please God best, and do most good?’ it makes them ask, ‘What 
shall I say, and how shall I deliver it, to be thought a learned, able preacher, and 
to be applauded by all that hear me?’ When the sermon is done, pride goeth 
home with them,. and maketh them more eager to know whether they were 
applauded, than whether they did prevail. for the saving change of souls! They 
could find in their hearts, but for shame, to ask folks how they liked them, and to 
draw owt their commendation.”—The Reformed Pastor, &c., pp. 154, 155, Baxter's - 
Works, vol. xiv.; London, 1830. 
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deepest self-abasement. Similar anomalous forms occur in 
the later Greek, and even occasionally in the earlier, especially 
among the poets. 3 John 4; Phryn. ed-Lobeck, p. 1865. 
Wetstein has collected a few examples. ’EXaytordtatos 
is found in Sextus Empir. ix. p. 627. The English term 
“lesser” is akin. Matthie, § 136; Winer, §112; Buttmann, 
§ 69, note 3. Tdvres dyvou are not the apostles and prophets 
merely, but saints generally. Theophylact says justly—xanre? 
od Tay drocTONwV, GAA wévTav TOY dylwv, TouTécTL TOV 
morov. In 1 Cor. xv. 9, where he says, “1am the least of 
the apostles,” he brings himself into direct contrast with his 
ministerial colleagues. 1 Tim.i. 13; Philip. iii. 6. To him— 

€500n % ydpis atrn— was this grace given.” Xdpes, in 
this aspect, has been already explained both under verses 2 
and 7. That special branch of the apostolate which was 
intrusted to Paul had the following end in view— 

év roils &veow evayycricacOai—to preach among the Gen- 
tiles. Lachmann omits év, following A, B, C, and so does 
Alford. But the majority of MSS., and the Syriac, Vulgate, 
and. Gothic versions have the preposition. The phrase éy tots 
éOvecwv, emphatic from its position, describes the special or 
characteristic sphere of the apostle’s labours. ‘The apostle, 
however, never forgot his own countrymen. His love to his 
nation was not interdicted by his special vocation as a mis- 
sionary to the heathen world. And the staple of that good 
news which he proclaimed was— 

To aveEvyviact ov TovTOS TOD Xpicrop—“ the unsearchable 
riches of Christ.”” IIXodros is rightly read in the neuter. 
See under i. 7, and 11.7. The adjective occurs in Rom. xi. 
83, and has its origin in the Septuagint, where it represents 
the Hebrew formula—yn ps, in Job. v. 9; ix. 10—and yrs), 
in Jeb xxxiv. 24, The riches of Christ are not simply 
“yiches.of grace’ —“ riches of glory” —“ riches of inheritance,” 
as Pelagius, Grotius, and Koppe are inclined to restrict them, 
but that treasury of spiritual blessing which is Christ’s—so 
vast that the comprehension of its limits and the exhaustion 
of its contents are alike impossible. What the apostle wishes 
to characterize as grand in itself, or in its abundance, adap- 
tation, and substantial permanence, he terms “riches.” The 
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riches of Christ are the true wealth of men and nations. And 
those riches are “ unsearchable.” Even the value of the 
portion already possessed cannot be told by any symbols of 
numeration, for such riches can have no adequate exponent or 
representative. Their source was in eternity, and in a love 
whose fervour and origin are above our ken, and whose dura~ 
tion shall be for ages of ages beyond compute. Their extent 
is boundless, and the mode in which they have been wrought 
out reveals a spiritual process whose results astonish and 
satisfy us, but whose inner springs and movements lie beyond 
our keenest inspection. And our appropriation of those riches, 
though it be a matter of consciousness, shrouds itself from our 
scrutiny, for it indicates the presence of the Divine Spirit in 
His power—a power exerted upon man, beyond resistance, 
but without compulsion; and in its mighty and gracious 
operation neither wounding his moral freedom nor impinging 
on his perfect and undeniable responsibility. The latest 
periods of time shall find these riches unimpaired, and eternity 
shall behold the same wealth neither worn by use nor dimmed 
by age, nor yet diminished by the myriads of its happy par- 
ticipants. Still farther— 

(Ver. 9.) Kal dorica rdvtas—“ And to make all men 
see.” Lachmann has assigned no valid reason for throwing 
suspicion upon wdvras. ‘To restrict the meaning of the adjec- 
tive to the heathen, as Meyer and Baumgarten-Crusius do, is 
without any warrant, though sdvras is not emphatic in posi- 
tion. We lay no stress on the fact that rdvtas and vy do not 
agree in gender, for such a form of concord is not uncommon, 
and a separate idea is also introduced. ‘The apostle preached 
to the Gentiles “the unsearchable riches of Christ,” but in his 
discharge of this duty he taught not Gentiles only, but all 
—Jew and Gentile alike—what is the dispensation of the 
mystery. The verb dwrifw, followed by the accusative of 
the thing, denotes to bring it into light; but followed by the 
accusative of the person, it signifies to throw light upon him 
—not only to teach, dvddar, but to enlighten inwardly—to 
give spiritual apprehension—¢wricas. See under i.18. If 
one gaze upon a landscape as the rising sun strikes successive 
points, and brings them into view in every variety of tint and 
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shade, both subjective and objective illumination is enjoyed. 
No wonder that in so many languages light is the emblem of 
knowledge. ‘That mystery which was now placed in clear 
light was not discerned by the Jew, and could not have been 
perceived by the Gentile for the shadow which lay both on 
him and it. But the result of Paul’s mission was, that the 
Jew at once saw it and the Gentile plainly understood its 
scope. They were enlightened—were enabled to make a sud- 
den discovery by the lucid and full demonstration set before 
them. The point on which they were instructed was this— 

rls 4 oixovoyla rod wvotnplov—“ what is the economy of 
the mystery.”” That ofxovouia should supersede the gloss 
cowovia of the Elzevir text is established by the concurrent 
authority of A, B, C, D, E, F, G, J, supported by a host of 
the Fathers and by the early versions. The preaching of 
Paul enabled all to see “what is the arrangement or organiza- 
tion of that mystery which, from the beginning of the world, 
had been hid in God.” The terms ofxovoyia and puoripiov 
have been already explained i. 9, 10, and iii. 2, 8. The 
mystery must be the same as that described in ver. 6, for the 
same course of thought is still pursued, and varied only by 
the repetition, That mystery now so open had been long 
sealed— 

TOU atroKeKpupmévou ard Tov aiavev év TS OcGB—“ which 
from of old has been hid in God.” Col. i. 265 1 Cor. ii. 7; 
Rom. xvi. 25. "Azo rév aidvorv— From the ages in a 
temporal sense; ’’ not concealed from the ages, in the sense of 
Macknight, but hid from of old; not, perhaps, strictly from 
before all time, but since the commencement of time up to the 
period of the apostle’s commission. During this interval of 
four thousand years God’s purpose to found a religion of uni- 
versal offer, adaptation, and enjoyment, lay unrevealed in His 
own bosom. Glimpses of that sublime purpose might be occa- 
sionally caught, but no open or formal organization of it was 
made. There were hints and pre-intimations, oracles that spoke 
sometimes in cautious, and sometimes in bolder phrase ; but 
till the death of Jesus, the means were not provided by which 
Judaism should be superseded and a world-wide system intro- 
duced. Then the Divine Hierophant disclosed the mystery, 
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after His Son had offered an atonement whose saving value 
had no national restrictions, and acknowledged no ethno- 
graphical impediment, and when He poured out His Spirit 
on believing’ Gentiles, and commissioned Saul of Tarsus to go 
far from Palestine and reclaim the heathen outcasts. In God— 

T® Ta avra Kticavte—“ who created all things.” The 
additional words 8:4 "Inood Xpiorod, of the Received Text, 
are at least doubtful, and are omitted by recent editors. They 
are not found in the Codices A, B, C, D', F, G, nor in the 
Syriac, Vulgate, and Coptic versions, nor in the quotations of 
the Latin fathers. They occur, however, in the Greek fathers, 
such as Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Cicumenius. The 
emphasis lies on Ta mdvra, but the meaning of xricavte has 
been much disputed:—1. Chrysostom, guided by the words - 
which he admitted into the text dia "Incov Xpictod—ex- 
plains thus—“ He who created all things by Him, revealeth 
also this by Him.” But if the phrase 6:4 "Incouv Xpictod 
be spurious, this interpretation, if it can be called one, is 
at once set aside. 2. Olshausen says, that the term is 
employed to show that the institution of redemption is a 
creative act of God, and could proceed from Him alone who 
created all things. The view of von Gerlach is similar. 
Argumentum est, says Zanchius, a creatione ad recreationem. 
Bengel suggests this idea—Rerum omnium creatio funda- 
mentum est omnis religue ceconomie. But this exposition 
is not in harmony with the course of thought. It is of the 
concealment of a mystery in God the universal Creator 
that Paul speaks, not of the actual provision of salvation 
for men. 8. Many understand the reference to be to the 
" spiritual creation, such as Calvin, Zanchius, Calixtus, Grotius, 
Usteri, Meier, and Baumgarten-Crusius. The deletion of the 
words “by Jesus Christ,” and the want of some other quali- 
fying term, militates against this view. In ii. 10, 15, and 
in iv. 24, there are accompanying phrases which leave no 
doubt as to the meaning. But the aorist and the occurrence 
of the term here without any explanatory adjunct, seems to 
prove that it must bear its most usual and simple significa- 
tion, 4. Beza, Piscator, Flatt, and others, refer 7a advra to 
men, abridging by this tame exegesis the limitless meaning 
of the terms. 
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The real question is, What is meant by this allusion to the 
creation—what is the relation between the creative work of 
God and the concealment of this mystery in Himself? Had 
the apostle said—hid in God who arranges all things, or fore- 
sees all things, the meaning would have been apparent. But 
it is not so easy to perceive the connection between creation 
and the seclusion of amystery. The fact that God created all 
things cannot, as in Riickert’s suggestion, afford any reason 
why he concealed a portion of his plan; nor can we discover, 
with others, that the additional clause is meant to show the 
sovereign freeness and power of God in such concealment. 
Our own view may be thus expressed: The period during 
which the mystery was: hid dates from the ages commencing 
with creation, for creation built up the platform on which 
the strange mystery of redemption was disclosed. God, as 
Creator of the universe, has of necessity a plan according to 
which all arrangements take place, for creation implies pro- 
vidence or government—the gradual evolution of counsels 
which had lain folded up with unfathomable secrecy. But 
those counsels are not disclosed with simultaneous and con- 
fusing haste: the Almighty Mind retains them in itself till 
the fitting period when they may be unveiled. Now, the 
mystery of the inbringing of the Gentiles was secreted in the 
divine bosom for four thousand years, that is, from the epoch 
of the creation—the origin of time. And it has not come 
to light by accident, but by a pre-arranged determination. 
When God created the world, it was a portion of His plan as . 
its Creator that the Gentile nations, after the call of Abraham, 
should be without the pale of His visible church; but that 
after His Son died, and the gospel with universal adaptations 
was established, they should be admitted into covenant. At 
the fittest time, not prematurely, but with leisurely exactness, 
were created both the human materials on which redemption 
was to work, and that peculiar and varied mechanism by 
which its designs were to be accomplished. And one grand 
purpose is declared to be— 

(Ver. 10.) “Iva wopio bi vov— In order that there might 
now be made known.” “Iva yvwpicOf stands connected as a 
climax with edayyericacOas of ver. 8, and dwricas of ver. 9. 
Nop is opposed to daré ray aidvev. We cannot here regard 
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iva as echatic in sense, though this signification has been 
accepted by Bodius, Estius, Meier, Holzhausen, and Thomas 
Aquinas, who takes the particle—consecutive, non causaliter. 
We prefer to give iva its usual sense—“in order that.” It 
indicates a final purpose; not the grand object, but still an 
important though minor design. We cannot, however, accede 
to the opinion of Harless, who connects this verse solely 
with the clause immediately preceding it. His idea is, that 
God created all things for the. purpose of showing by the 
church His wisdom to the angelic hosts. We regard such an 
exegesis as limiting the reference of the apostle. ‘T'his verse, 
commencing with iva, winds up, as we think, the entire pre- 
ceding paragraph, and discloses a grand reason for God’s 
method of procedure. Nor is the notion of Harless tenable 
on other grounds; because the wisdom of God in creation is 
made known to the heavenly hierarchy, apart altogether from 
the church, and has been revealed to them, not simply now 
and for the first time, but ever since “the morning stars sang 
together and all the sons of God shouted for joy.” Why 
then, too, should the church be selected as the medium of 
manifestation? And why should wisdom be singled out as 
the only attribute which creation exhibits by the church to 
the higher intelligences? But when we look at the contents 
of the paragraph, the meaning is apparent. The apostle 
speaks of a mystery—a mystery long hid, and at length 
disclosed—a mystery connected with the enlargement and 
glory of the church—and he adds, this long concealment from 
other ages, yea, from the beginning of the world, and this 
present revelation, have for their object to instruct the celes- 
tial ranks in God’s multiform wisdom. It is the attribute of 
wisdom which binds itself up with the hiding and the opening 
of a mystery, and as that wisdom concerns the organization 
and extension of the church, tle church naturally becomes 
the scene of instruction to celestial spectators. On the con- 
nection of divine wisdom with the disclosure of a mystery, 
_ some remarks may be seen under i. 8, 9—“God in all wisdom 
and prudence made known to us the mystery of His will.” 
That mystery being now disclosed, the princedoms and powers 
were instructed. In itself, in its concealment, and in the time, 
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place, method, and results of its disclosure, it now exhibited 
the divine wisdom in a novel and striking light— 

_ tals apxais Kab tails éEouclais év toils érovpavlots— to the 
principalities and the powers in heavenly places ’—the article 
being prefixed to each noun, and giving prominence to each in 
the statement. 'T’hese terms have been explained under i. 21, 
and the following phrase—év tofs érrovpaviots, which designates 
abode or locality, has been considered under i. 3, 203 ii. 6. 
The following hypotheses are the whimsical devices of erratic 
Ingenuity, viz.: that such principalities and powers are, as is 
the opinion of Zornius, Locke, and Schoettgen, the leaders 
and chiefs of the Jewish nation; or, as Van Till imagined, 
heathen magistrates; or, as Zegerus dreamed, worldly dig- 
nities ; or, as is held by Pelagius, the rulers of the Christian 
church. Nor can these principalities and powers be good 
and bad angels alike, as Bengel, Olshausen, and Hofmann 
(Schrifib. i. p. 360-2) hold: nor can they be wholly impure 
fiends, as is supposed by Ambrosiaster and Vatablus. As 
little can we say, with Matthies, that these principalities 
“dwell on the earth, and disport on it in an invisible spiritual 
form, and are taught by the foundation and extension of the 
church their own weakness.” Nor can we agree with the 
opinion of Van Till, Knatchbull, and Baumgarten, that the 
words éy tois éroupavios signify “ in heavenly things,” and 
are to be connected with yywpioG7, so as to mean, that the 
principalities and powers are instructed by the church in 
celestial themes. And the lesson is given— — 

«Oa THS exxdnoias—" by the church ’’—the community of 
the faithful in Christ being the instructress of angels in 
heaven. ‘That lesson is— 

4 ToAvrroixtAos codla rod Mcob— the manifold wisdom 
of God.” The adjective, one of the very numerous compounds 
of zroAvs, occurs nowhere else in the New Testament. But 
it occurs in a fragment of Eubulus, Athen. xv. 7, applied 
to the manifold hues of a garland of flowers—oréfavov 
monuTroiktAoy avOéwy ; and in Kuripides, Iphig. Taur., 1149, 
it describes the variegated colours of a robe—zodv7oinira 
ddpea; while in a figurative sense it is joined in the Orphic 
Hymns to the nouns reder7 and Adyos, v. 11, lx. 4. The 
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term, as Chrysostom notes, is not simply “ varied,” but 
“much varied.’ The wisdom described by the remarkable 
epithet is not merely deep or great wisdom, but wisdom illus- 
trious for its very numerous forms, and for the strange diver- 
sity yet perfect harmony of its myriads of aspects and methods 
of operation. 

Such is generally the meaning of the verse, but its specific 
reference is not so easily ascertained. What peculiar mani- 
festation of divine wisdom is referred to? We cannot vaguely 
say that it is God’s wisdom in the general plan of redemption 
or, a8 Olshausen remarks, “the marvellous procedure of God 
in the pardon of the sinner, and the settlement in him of the 
antagonism between righteousness and grace.” Such an idea 
is scarcely in keeping with the context, which speaks not of 
the general scheme of mercy, but of one of its distinctive and 
modern aspects. Nor is the view of some of the Greek fathers 
more in unison with the spirit of the paragraph. Gregory of 
Nyssa, whose opinion has been preserved by Theophylact and 
C&cumenius, thus illustrates—“ That the angels prior to the 
incarnation had seen the divine wisdom in a simple form 
without variation ; but now they see it in a composite form, 
working by contraries, educing life from death, glory from 
shame, trophies from the cross, and God-becoming things from 
all that was vile and ignoble.’”? The leading idea in this 
opinion does not fully develop the apostle’s meaning as con- 
tained in the paragraph; nor could wisdom, acting simply and 
uniformly in this method, be denominated “manifold wisdom,” 
though it might be deep, benignant, and powerful skill. The 
idea brought out in the interpretations of Cocceius, Zanchius, 
Grotius, and Harless, to wit, that reference is had to the modes 
and. series of past divine revelations, approximates the truth, 
and Meyer and Calvin are right in attempting to find the 
meaning within the bounds. of the preceding section. The 
wisdom is connected with the mystery and its opening, and 


1 Tes réiv vis tvavteamrhotas rod cwrheas Heciv yedvav herarty tyivwazoy ol obecvices Sure petis rhy 
cogiay rod Seo éx pedyov rod Suyaroll noerogdovjetvav. Ni'y d€ yt die ois ele chy Exxanolay wot rd 
dvS-edaivor vives oixovopeins ovxérs pebvov Gray dAAd xual worvrotuires iyvacdn 4 copie rod Soi 
Bid véiv ivavriav vee tvevtic warogSoton’ Sie Suvdrov Cady, os’ deipsas dkuv, did craved’ red- 
wasov, dix rdhvriy viv ebrehav r& Seorger#. See also Aquinas, Summ. Theol. p. 13 Qucest. 
57, art. 5. 
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that mystery is the introduction of the Gentiles into the king- 
dom of God. Once the world at large was in enjoyment of 
oracle and sacrifice without distinction of tribe, and Melchi- 
sedec, a Hamite prince, was “ priest of the most high God.” 
Then one nation was selected, and continued in that solitary 
enjoyment for two thousand years. But now again the human 
race, without discrimination, have been reinstated in religious 
privilege. This last and liberal offer of mercy was a mystery 
long hid, and it might be cause of wonder why infinite love 
tarried so long in its schemes. But wisdom is conspicuous in 
the whole arrangement. Not till Jesus died and ceremonial 
distinctions were laid aside, was such an unconditional salva- 
tion presented to the world. The glory of unrestricted dis- 
semination was postponed till the Redeemer’s victory had 
been won, and His heralds were enabled to proclaim, not the 
gorgeous symbols of a coming, but the blessed realities of 
an accomplished redemption; not the types and ceremonial 
apparatus of Moses, but “ the unsearchable riches of Christ.” 
There was indeed slow progress, but sure development; occa- 
sional interruption, but steady advancement. Divine wisdom 
was manifold, for it never put forth any tentative process, 
nor was it ever affronted by any abandoned experiment. 
It was under no necessity of repeating its plans, for it is 
not feebly confined to a uniform method, while, in its omni- 
scient forecast a solitary agency often surrounds itself with 
various, opposite, and multiplied effects ; temporary antagon- 
ism issuing in ultimate combination, and apparent intricacy 
of movement securing final simplicity of result; antecedent 
improbability changing into felicitous certainty, and feeble 
instruments standing out in impressive contrast with the 
gigantic exploits which they have achieved. Every occur- 
rence is laid under tribute, and. hostile influence bows 
at length in auxiliary homage. “Out of the eater came 
forth meat, and out of the strong came forth sweetness.” 
Times of forbidding aspect have brightened into propitious 
opportunities, and “ the foolishness of preaching” has proved 
itself to be the means of the world’s regeneration. And the 
mystery was published not by angels, but by men; not by 
the prudent and powerful of the world, by those who wore a 


EPHESIANS IIL. 11. 241 


coronet or had studied in the Portico or the Academy, but 
by one “whose bodily presence was weak and his speech 
contemptible ’—‘ a stranger to the enticing words of man’s 
wisdom.” The initiation of the Gentile world was by the 
preaching of the cross—ihat instrument of lingering and 
unspeakable torture ; while He that hung upon it, born of a 
village maiden, and apprenticed as a Galilean mechanic, was 
condemned to a public execution as the penalty of alleged 
treason and blasphemy. The church, which is the scene of . 
these perplexing wonders, teaches the angelic hosts. They 
have seen much of God’s working—many a sun lighted up, 
and many a world launched into its orbit. They have been 
delighted with the solution of many a problem, and the 
development of many a mystery. But in the proclamation of 
the gospel to the Gentiles, with its strange preparations, 
various agencies, and stupendous effects—involving the origi- 
nation and extinction of Judaism, the incarnation and the 
atonement, the manger and the cross, the spread of the Greek 
language and the triumph of the Roman arms—“ these prin- 
cipalities and powers in heavenly places” beheld with rapture 
other and brighter phases of a wisdom which had often 
dazzled them by its brilliant and profuse versatility, and 
surprised and entranced them by the infinite fulness of the 
love which prompts it, and of the power which itself directs 
and controls. The events that have transpired in the church 
on earth are the means of augmenting the information of those 
pure and exalted beings who encircle the throne of God. 
1 Tim. iti. 16; 1 Peter i. 12. The entire drama is at length 
laid bare before them— 
“ Like some bright river, that from fall to fall 

In many a maze descending, bright through all, 

Finds some fair region, where, each labyrinth past, 

In one full lake of light it rests at last.” 
Kat was enpirress, eltrep 0 wODTOS aveEvyviacros? asks Theo- 
doret, rodT0 yap avte, dyot, knpiTTe bre aveEvyviacTos. 

The whole has been arranged— . 
(Ver. 11.) Kara mpobecw tv aidvov— According to the 

eternal purpose.” The connection of these words is not 


with the adjective or substantive of the preceding clause: 
R 
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neither with vodvrodeidos, a8 is supposed by Anselm and 
Holzhausen, nor with copia, as Koppe conjectures; but with 
quopicO7. This revelation of God’s multifarious wisdom now. 
and: by the church has happened according to His eternal 
purpose—the purpose of ages, or the purpose of those 
periods which are so distant, as to be to us identical with 
eternity. Theodoret thus explains it—zpd Tdy ai@vev rpo- 
éGero. 1 Cor. ii. 7; 2 Tim.i.9. On the other hand, Anselm, 
a-Lapide, Estius, Baumgarten, Schoettgen, and Holzhausen, 
take the genitive as that of object, and render the clause 
—“ purpose about the ages.” Such is virtually the view of 
Chandler and Macknight, who make the word “ages” signify 
the religious dispensations, and regard mpdects as meaning 
fore-arrangement. The simplest view, and that most. in 
accordance with grammatical usage, is, as we have said, to 
take the genitive as one of quality—as equivalent to its own 
adjective aiwvios—or of possession with Ellicott; and such is 
the opinion of Harless, Olshausen, and Meyer. Winer, § 30, 2. 

So in Hebrew, ory» we—everlasting strength, Isaiah xxvi. 4. 

See also Dan. ix. 24.. It was a purpose— 

iv érroincey ev TO Xpiot@ “Inood TO kupio udu which 
He wrought in Christ Jesus our Lord. The article before 
Xpicr@ is doubtful, though Tischendorf inserts it. The ante- 
cedent to Hv is not codéa, as Theophylact, Jerome, and Luther. 
construe, but mpodeots. Two classes of meanings have been 
attached to-ézrolnoev :— 

1. According to Calvin, Beza, Estius, Bengel, Riickert, 
Meier, Harless, and Baumgarten-Crusius, its meaning is, 
“Which He made,” that is, “ formed in Christ.” The verb is 
so used Mark iii. 6, xv. 1, and the idea is scriptural. See i. 3. 
See for one view of the relation of Christ to the Father in 
such an expression, Hofmann, Schrift. vol. i. p. 230; and for 
another, Thomasius, Christi Person. vol. i. p. 453. 

2. But j in the view of Theodoret, Vatablus, Grotius, Koppe, 
Matthies, Olshausen, Scholz, Meyer, De Wette, Stier, and 
Conybeare, it denotes, “ Which He executed or fulfilled in 
Christ Jesus.” This last interpretation is on the whole pre- 
ferable, for crocetv may bear such a sense, as in ii. 8; Matt. 
xxi 31; John vi. 88; 1 Thess. v. 24. Olshausen suggests 
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that Jesus Christ is the historical name, so that the verb refers 
to the realization of God’s decree in Him, and not to the 
inner act of the divine will. The words éy Xpicrd “Incod 
signify not “on account of,” nor “by,” but “in” Christ 
Jesus, as the sphere or element in which the action of the 
verb takes effect. The meaning of the three names has been 
given under i. 2, &c. The lessons of manifold wisdom given 
to principalities and powers, in connection with the introduc- 
tion of the Gentiles into the church, are not an accidental 
denouement, nor an undesigned betrayal of a divine secret on 
the part of the church. Nor was the disclosure of the mys- 
tery forced on God by the power of circumstances, or the 
pressure of unforeseen necessities, for, in its period and instru- 
ments, it was in unison with His own eternal plan, which has 
been wrought out in Christ—in His incarnation and death, 
His ascension and glorification. The lesson to the principal- 
ities was intended for them; they have not profanely intruded 
into the sacred precincts, and stolen away the guarded science. 
In all this procedure, which reveals to princedoms and powers 
God’s manifold wisdom, the divine eternal plan is consistently 
and systematically developed in Christ. And, as their own 
experience tells them, He is the same Christ— 

(Ver. 12.) "Ev @ éyopev tiv rappynclay Kal thy mpocaywrynhy 
— ‘In whom we have boldness and access”—the éy again 
connected with Christ as.the sphere. Lachmann, following 
A and B, omits the second article, and there are other. but 
minor variations. Ilapénoia is originally “ free-speech ”’— 
the speaking of all. There is no ground for the opinion of 
Cardinal Hugo and Peter Lombard, that it means spes—hope. 
Its secondary and usual signification is boldness—that self- 
possession which such liberty implies. It cannot. mean free- 
spokenness towards the world, as is erroneously supposed by 
Olshausen, for such an idea is totally foreign to the train of 
thought. This boldness is toward God generally, but espe- 
cially in prayer, as is indicated by the following term spo- 
cayoyy. Heb. ii. 6, x. 19, 85; 1 John ii. 28, iti, 21, 22, 
iv. 17, v. 14,15. In Christ we are ever having this blessing 
—hboldness and access at all times and in every emergency. 
1 John ii, 28, iv. 17. That tremor, doubt, and oppression of 
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spirit which sin produces, are absent from believers when they 
enjoy access to God. Heb. iii. 6; 1 John ii. 28. TIpocwywyy 
has been already explained under ii. 18. The use of the 
article before both nouns signalizes them both as the elements 
of a distinctive and a possessed privilege. And all this— 

év weroLOnoa—* in confidence.” 2 Cor, i. 15, iii. 4, viii. 22, 
x. 2; Phil. iii, 4. This summing up is similar to the 
previous summing up in il. 18, as boldness and access in 
prayer are the highest and conclusive proof—the richest and 
noblest elements—of spiritual experience. This is a word of 
the later Greek, and in the New Testament is only used by 
Paul. Phrynichus ed-Lobeck, p. 294; Thom. Mag. p. 273. 
It seems to point out the manner or frame of soul in which 
the mpocaywyy is enjoyed, and it is involved in the very idea 
of rappnota. This is no timorous approach. It is not the 
access of a distracted or indifferent spirit, but one filled with 
the assurance that it will not be repulsed, or dismissed with 
unanswered petition, for though unworthy it is not unwelcome. 
This state has faith for its medium— 

dia THs wlorews avtad— by the faith of Him;”’ the geni- 
tive being that of object. The genitive is similarly employed, 
Rom. iii. 22, 26; Gal. ii. 16, 20; Phil. iii. 9; James ii. 15 
Rev. ii. 13, xiv. 12. This clause belongs to the entire verse, 
and not merely, as some suppose, to mezolOno.w. Faith 
in Him is the instrument, and é and did are connected as 
in i. 7.. The means by which our union to Christ secures 
those privileges is faith. That faith whose object is Jesus is 
the means to all who are Christ’s, first, of “boldness,” for 
their belief in the Divine Mediator gives them courage; 
secondly, of “access,” for their realization of His glorified 
humanity warrants and enables them to approach the throne 
of grace; and, thirdly, these blessings are possessed “in con- 
fidence,” for they feel that for Christ’ 8 sake their persons and 
services will be accepted by the Father. 

(Ver. 13.) Avo airoduat py éyxaxeiv— Wherefore 1 entreat 
you that.ye faint not.” -Aco—“ wherefore,” since these 
things aré so, referring us back to the sentiments of the five 
preceding verses. : ‘Tachmanin ‘and Tischendorf, after A, 
B, Dt, E, prefer: éycaxely to the common’ reading, denaanety, 
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which has in its favour O, D’, F, G, I, K. It is doubtful, 
indeed, whether there be such a word. With all its apparent 
simplicity of style and construction, this verse is open to 
various interpretations. And, first, as to the accusative, 
which must be supplied before the infinitive, some prefer éué 
and others duds. In the former case the meaning is, “ Where- 
fore I desire God that I faint not,” and in the latter case it i8, 
“ Wherefore I entreat you that you lose not heart.” The 
first is that adopted by-the Syriac version, by Theodoret, 
Jerome, Bengel, Vater, Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, and 
Baumgarten-Crusius. Our objection to such an exposition is, 
that there is in the clause no formal or implied reference to 
God; that it is awkward to interpose a new subject, or make 
the object of the verb and the subject of the infinitive differ- 
ent—2 Cor. v. 20, vi. 1, x. 2; Heb. xiii. 19; and that the 
apostle possessed little indeed of that faint-heartedness against 
which he is supposed to guard himself by prayer. Turner’s 
objection to this last statement is only a misconception of it. 
Besides, as the last clause of the verse is plainly an argument 
to sustain the request, the connection is destroyed if the 
apostle be imagined to make petition for himself; while the 
meaning is clear and pertinent if the request be for them — 
“Let not my sufferings for you distress you; they are your 
glory.” The proposal of Harless to join twép tudv to aitod- 
par—*T pray on your account,” has little to recommend it. 
Our view is that of Chrysostom and the majority of inter- 
preters. “ That ye faint not ”— 

éy tals OrNApeciv pov brrép buov—* in my tribulations for 
you.” No article is needed before dwép. 2 Cor. i. 6. "Ev is 
not properly “ on account of,” as many render it, but it rather 
represents the close and sympathizing relation in. which Paul 
and his readers stood. His afflictions had become theirs ; 
they were in them as really as he was. Their sympathy with 
lim had made his afflictions their own, and he implored them 
not to be dispirited or cowardly under such a pressure, and 
for this reason— 

Hris éotl S0&a tudv—“which is your glory.” “Hris is 
used by attraction with the following predicate ofa, and sig- 
nifies “inasmuch as they are,’ utpote que. Winer, § 24, 38. 
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But what is its antecedent? Theodoret, Zanchius, Harless, 
and Olshausen suppose it to be the thought contained in ps} 
éyxaxeiy, as if the apostle’s self-support in such sufferings 
were their glory. This exegesis proceeds upon an opinion 
which we have already gainsaid, viz., that Paul offers here a 
prayer for himself. Riickert exhales the meaning of the 
clause by finding in it only the vague indistinctness of orato- 
rical declamation. The general opinion appears to be the 
correct one, that these sufferings of Paul, which came on him 
simply because he was the apostle of the Gentiles, were the 
“slory’” of the Gentile believers, and not their disgrace, 
inasmuch as such persecutions not only proved the success of 
his ministerial labours, but were at the same time collateral 
evidence of the lofty and unfettered privileges which believing 
heathendom now possessed and retained, and which, by the 
apostle’s firmness, were at length placed beyond the reach of 
Jewish fanaticism to annul or even to curtail. As you may 
measure the pyramid by its shadow, so these afflictions of 
Paul afforded a similar means of arriving at a relative or anti- 
thetical estimate of the spiritual liberty and prerogative of the 
Gentile churches. The apostle began the chapter by an allu- 
sion to the fact that he was a prisoner for the Gentiles, and 
he now concludes the digression by this natural admonition. 
His tribulations, the evidence of his official dignity and of 
their unconditioned exemption from ceremonial bondage, were 
their glory, and therefore they were not to sink into faintness 
and lassitude, as if by his “ chain” they had been affronted 
and their apostle disgraced. 

The apostle now resumes the thought broken off in ver. 1, 
and we are carried back at once to the magnificent imagery 
of a spiritual temple in the concluding section of the second 
chapter. The prayer must be regarded as immediately fol- 
lowing that section, and its architectural terms and allusions 
will thus be more clearly understood. This connection with 
the closing paragraph of the former chapter, we take as 
affording the key to the correct exegesis of the following 
supplication. 

(Ver. 14.) Todrou ydpw nadurto ta yovatd pou— For 
this cause I bow my knees.” The attitude, which Kant has 
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ventured to call einen knechtishen (servile) Orientalismus, ig 
described instead of the act, or, as Calvin says—a s¢gno rem. 
denotat. The phrase is followed here by wpés—but by a 
simple dative in Rom. xi. 4; while yovumerety has an accusa- 
tive in Matt. xvii. 14; Mark i, 40,x.17. This compound. 
and yovuxAuveiv represent in the Septuagint the Hebrew vy. 
The posture is the instinctive expression of homage, humility, 
and petition: the suppliant offers his worship and entreaty on 
bended knee. 2 Chron. vi. 13; Ps. xcv. 6; Luke xxii. 41; 
Acts vii. 60, ix. 40, xx. 86, xxi. 5. See Suicer’s Thesaurus, 
sub voce yovuxducla. He does not simply say, “I pray,” 
adds Chrysostom—adna Thy kataveryypéevny Sénow édyjrwcev. 
Tovdrou ydpw is repeated from ver. 1, “Because ye are inbuilt 
in the spiritual temple.” I bow my "nees— 
qmpos TOV marépa—* toward the Father.’ Winer, g 49,-h. 

The genitives, rod Kupiov juav "Inood Xpicrod, of the common 
text are pronounced by many critics to be spurious. That 
there was an early variation of reading is evident from Jerome’s 
note—non ut in Latinis codicibus additum est, ad Patrem 
Domini nostri Jesu Christi, sed simpliciter ad Patrem, legendum. 
The words are wanting in A, B, C, and some of the Patristic 
citations, are omitted by Lachmann and Tischendorf, and 
rejected by Rtickert, Harless, Olshausen, Meyer, Stier, Ellicott, 
and Alford. In this opinion we are now inclined to concur. 
Still the words are found in other Codices, and those of no 
mean authority, such as D, H, F, G, I, K, &. They occur, 
too, in the Syriac and Vulgate, are not disowned by the Greek 
fathers Chrysostom and Theodoret, and they are retained by 
Knapp, Scholz, Tittmann, and Hahn, and vindicated by De 
Wette. The evidence for them is strong, but not conclusive. 
They may have been interpolated from the common formula, 
and their insertion weakens the rhythmical connection between 
matépa and the following warpid. The question is yet 
somewhat doubtful. The object of Paul’s prayer is the 
Father—the universal Father— 

. (Ver. 15.) “E& 0d raca rarpid év ovpavois Kat émi yijs 
évopaterat— Of whom every family in heaven and on earth 
is named.” Calvin, Beza, Musculus, Zanchius, and Reiche, 
refer to Christ ag the antecedent. But even if the former 
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clause be genuine, this interpretation cannot be sustained. It 
is the relation of the srarpid to the waryp which the apostle 
evidently characterizes, and not the relation of the family to 
its elder brother. The classes of beings referred to by the 
apostle have become each a Ilarpid, from their relation to 
the Ilar7p. These words admit of a variety of interpreta- 
tions. Ilarpid, it is plain, cannot be equivalent to marpérns, 
and denote fatherhood—paternitas, as Jerome translates. 
Yet this view is held by Theodoret, Theophylact, Gicume- 
nius, Anselm, a-Lapide, Allioli, and Nitzsch. Prakt. Theologie, 
i, 269. The Syriac also translates—jzoa2;—“ paternity, ” 
the Gothic version has—all fadreinis—omne paternitatis, and 
Wycliffe—eche fadirheid. Such a sense the word does not 
bear, and no tolerable exegesis could be extracted from it. 
The Greek fathers are even obliged to admit that among the 
celestial orders no proper fatherhood can exist. "Evel, as 
Theophylact confesses, éxe? oddels EE obdevds yevvairas ; oF, as 
Theodoret adds—ovtpaviovs mrarépas rods mvevpatixovs Karel. 
Jerome is also obliged to say—ita puto et angelos ceterasque 
virtutes habere principes sut generis quos patres gaudeant apel- 
lare. Yet Stier would find no difficulty in defending such 
phraseology. Giving warpid the sense of fatherhood, this 
meaning might be extracted—all paternity has the origin of 
its name in God the Father of all. Fatherhood takes its name - 
from Father-God—alle Vaterschaft hat thres Namens Grund 
in Vatergott. Somewhat similar is the opinion of Athanasius 
—“ God, as Father of the Son, is the only true Father, and 
all created paternity is a shadow of the true.” Orat. in Arian. 
i: 24, But an idea of this abstract nature is foreign to the 
apostle’s modes of thought. 

Tlarpid, while it denotes sometimes lineage by the father’s 
side, signifies also a family, or the individuals that claim a 
common father and a common descent—what may be called a 
house or clan. Herodot. ii. 148, iii. 75, i. 200; Luke ii. 4; Acts 
iii.25. The Seventy represent byit the common Hebrew phrase 
—niay m3. We cannot acquiesce in the view of Estius, Grotius, 
Wetstein, and Holzhausen, who look upon the clause as a 
Jewish mode of expressing the idea that God has two families, 
that of angels in heaven and men upon earth. Schoettgen, 
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Hore Heb. p. 1237; Buxtorf, Lew. Tal. p. 1750; Wetstein, 
in loc. Some, again, such as Chrysostom, Bucer, Calvin, 
Zanchius, Estius, Michaelis, Kiittner, and Peile, find a polem- 
ical allusion in the term to the union of Jew and Gentile; 
and a view somewhat similar is taken by. Hunnius, Crocius, 
Calovius, and Wolf, who regard it as synonymous with tota 
ecclesia. Reiche needlessly supposes the allusion to be to 
the Gnostic sons in some prevalent false philosophy. Bodius 
shows peculiar keenness in excluding any reference to angels, 
the allusion under the phrase “family in heaven” being, as 
he contends, only to the church triumphant. Hodge follows 
him, and Theodore of Mopsuestia generalizes away the sense 
when he renders it 8 Grav ctoTnpa. 

The verb dvoudfera: “is named,” that is, involves the 
name, of vatpid. But Bullinger, Bucer, Estius, Riickert, 
Matthies, and Holzhausen, take the verb in the sense of 
“ exists.” Kadéw in its passive voice may sometimes indi- 
rectly bear such a meaning, but the verb before us never has 
such a signification. It signifies to bear the—évoua. "EE od 
—‘ from whom,” or, a8 we say, “after whom” every family in 
heaven and earth is named. Homer, Iliad, x. 68; Xenophon, 
Mem. iv. 5,12; Sophocles, Gdip. Tyr. 1036. The meaning 
seems to be: every circle of holy and intelligent creatures 
having the name of marpid takes that name from God 
as Ilarjp. The reference is certainly not to the physical 
creation, or creation as a whole and in all its parts, as is 
the groundless opinion of Theophylact, Gicumenius, Estius, 
Riickert, Matthies, and Bretschneider. The apostle speaks of 
classes of intelligent creatures, each named watpid simply 
after God, for He is Ilar7jp. It follows as a natural conse- 
quence, though Meyer and De Wette object to such a conclu- 
sion, that if angels and “ spirits of just men” in heaven, and 
holy men on earth, receive the name of warpid from the 
Divine Father, then they are His children, as is contended for 
by many interpreters, from Beza and Piscator down to Ols- 
hausen. They lose the cold and official name of subjects in 
the familiar and endearing appellation of sons, and they are 
united to one another not dimly and unconsciously, as differ- 
ent products of the same divine workmanship, but. they 
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merge into one family—“ all they are brethren.” Every 
matpiaé must surely possess unbounded confidence in the 
benignity and protection of the Harp, and to Him, there- 
fore, the prayer of the apostle 3 is directed— 

(Ver. 16.) “Iva 8¢n tyuiv xara 7d TrodTos THs S6Ens abrod 
—“ That He would give you according to the riches of His 
glory.” A,B,C, F,G, read 56, and the reading has been 
adopted by Lachmann, Riickert, and Meyer. Others prefer 
the reading of the Textus Receptus, which is sustained by 
D, E, K, L, and most MSS., 66 being regarded as a gram- 
matical emendation. For the connection of Wa with the 
optative, the reader may turn to the remarks made under i.17. 
In this case there is no word signifying “to ask or suppli- 
cate,” for thé phrase “I bow my knees” is a pregnant ellipse 
—the understood posture and symbol of earnest entreaty. The 
neuter form, mAodros, is preferred to the masculine on the 
incontestable authority of A, B, C, Dt, E, F, G, &e. The 
masculine has but D’, I, K, &c., in its favour. See under 
i, 7; ii. 73 iii. 8; where both the form of the word and its 
meaning have been referred to. ‘The phrase is connected not 
with xpatatwOfvas, but with dé, and it illustrates the propor- 
tion or measurement of the gift, nay, of all the gifts that are 
comprehended in the apostle’s prayer. And it is no exagge- 
ration, for He gives like Himself, not grudgingly or in tiny 
portions, as if He were afraid to exhaust His riches, or even 
suspected them to be limited in their contents. There is no 
fastidious scrupulosity or anxious frugality on the part of the 
Divine Benefactor. His bounty proclaims His conscious 
possession of immeasurable resources. He bestows according 
to the riches of His glory—His own infinite fulness. “ That 
He would give you ”— 

duvduer KpatarwOhvat dia Tod [vedparos adbrod eis Tov €ow 
avO pwrov—* to be strengthened with might by His Spirit in 
the inner man.” We need not, with Beza, Riickert, Ols- 
hausen, Matthies, Robinson, and others, regard the substan- 
tive duvdues as an adverb, nor, with Koppe, identify it with 
duvaras. Rather, with Meyer, would we take it as the dative 
of instrument, by which the action of the verb is communi- 
cated. Winer, § 31,7. It is by the infusion of power into the 
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man within, that the process described by xcpatawOfjvas is 
secured. ‘The verb xpataiw belongs to the later and espe- 
cially the Hellenistic Greek ; xpariévw being the earlier form. 
Meyer supposes a reference to the éyxaxely of a former clause, 
but such a supposition can hardly be admitted, for the 
“fainting” referred to by the apostle was connected solely 
with his own personal wrongs, while this prayer for strength 
is of a wider and deeper nature. Nor.can we assume, with the 
Greek commentators, that the reference is merely to “ temp- 
tations,” to surmount which the apostle craves upon them 
the bestowment of might. We conceive the form of expres- 
sion to be in unison with the figure which the apostle had 
introduced. into the conclusion of the second chapter. He 
had likened the Ephesian Christians to a temple, and in har- 
mony with such a thought he prays that the living: stones in 
that fabric may be strengthened, so that the building may he 
compact and solid. 

Sua Tod TIvetuaros abrot— by His Spirit.” The Spirit 
of God is the agent in this process of invigoration. ‘That 
Spirit is God’s, as He bears God’s commission and does His 
work. He has free access to man’s spirit to move it as He 
may, and it is His peculiar function in the scheme of mercy 
to apply to the heart the spiritual blessings provided by 
Christ.. The direction of the gift is declared to be— . 

eis TOV Eow avOpwrrov—“ into the inner man.” Eés cannot 
be said to stand for év, but it marks out the destination of the 
gift. Winer, § 49, a; Kihner, § 603. It is not simply “ in 
reference to,” as Winer and De Wette render, nor “ for,” as 
Green translates it (Greek Gram. p. 292); but it denotes or 
implies that the dvvayws comes from an external source, and 
enters into the inner man. The phrase 0 gow dvOpwrros is 
identical with the parallel expression—o xpvumrés Ths Kapdlas 
dv@perros, which the apostle Peter, without sexual distinction, 
applies to women. 1 Pet. iii. 4. The formula occurs in Rom. 
vi 22, and with some variation in 2 Cor. iv. 16. The 

‘inner man” is that portion of our nature which is not cog- 
nizable by the senses, and does not consist of nerve, muscle, 
and organic form, as does the outer man. In the physiology 
of the seventh chapter of the epistle to the Romans, it is not 
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_ the soul—yuy7—in its special aspect of vital consciousness °, 
but it is more connected with mind—vods, and stands in con- 
trast not exactly to odp£, as representing generally depraved 
humanity, but to that sensuous nature which has action and 
reaction in and from the members—péryn. Delitzsch, System 
Bib. der Psychol., p. 331; Reuss, Theol. Chret., vol. ii. p. 56. 
But “the inner man” is not identical with “the new man”— 
6 xawos avOpwros; it is rather the sphere in which such 
renewal takes effect—our intellectual and spiritual nature per- 
sonified. We cannot agree with Grotius, Weistein, Fritzsche, 
and Meyer in supposing that there is any imitation of Platonic 
phrase in this peculiar diction. The sage of the Athenian 
academy did indeed use similar phraseology, for he speaks of 
the mind as 6 évtés dvOpwrros, and Plotinus and Philo adopted 
a like idiom. In some of the Jewish books occur also modes 
of expression not unlike. But the phrase is indeed a natural 
one—one that is not the coinage of any system of psychology, 
but which occurs at once to any one who wishes to distinguish 
easily and broadly between what is corporeal and external, and 
what is mental and internal, in his own constitution. Still, its 
theological meaning in the apostle’s writings is different from 
its philosophical uses and applications, And this strength is 
imparted to the “inner man” by the Spirit’s application of 
those truths which have a special tendency to cheer and sus- 
tain. He impresses the mind with the idea of the changeless 
love of Christ, and the indissoluble union of the believing 
soul to Him ; with the necessity of decision, consistency, and 
perseverance; with the assurance that all grace needed will 
be fully and cheerfully afforded ; and with the hope that the 
victory shall be ultimately obtained. Rom. xv. 138; 2 Tim. 
i. 7. This operation of the Spirit imparts such courage and 
energy as appear like a species of spiritual omnipotence. 

The Syriac version, the Greek fathers, with the Latin com- 
mentators Ambrosiaster and Pelagius, join this last clause— 
eis Tov ow dvOpwrrov, with the following verse, and with the 
verb xarotxjoar—“ In order that Christ may inhabit the 
inner man by the faith which is in your hearts.’’ It has been 
rightly objected by Harless and others, that dua tis wicreas 
cannot well be joined to év rats xapdiais, and that there would 
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be a glaring pleonasm i in the occurrence in the same verse of 
6 kom dvOpwrros and 4 xapSla judv. The ordinary division 
is a natural one, and we accordingly follow it. 

(Ver. 17.) Karouxfoas tov Xpeordov—“ That Christ may 
dwell.” The first point of inquiry is the connection of this 
infinitive with the previous sentence. Does it depend on d¢n, 
and is the meaning —“ that he would grant that Christ may 
dwell in your hearts?” or is it dependent on xcpatarwOjvat, 
and is the meaning—“ that he would grant you to be 
strengthened in the inner man, so that, being thus strength- 
ened, Christ may dwell in your hearts?” The first view is 
held by Theophylact, Zanchius, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Flatt, 
Koppe, Riickert, Holzhausen, Stier, and Baumgarten-Crusius. 
The connection, however, has been explained differently. 
Some, as Theophylact and Zanchius, regard the clause as a 
new petition giving speciality to the first, or, as the Greek 
father characterizes it,—xal 76 wellov nal reptocorepov. Meier 
adopts the view of Calvin,—declarat, quale sit interioris 
hominis robur. A similar exegesis is maintained by Harless 
and Matthies, while Olshausen looks upon the clause as a 
subordinate definition of the phrase “to be strengthened.” 
He maintains that Paul could not pray that Christ would 
dwell in their hearts, for He already dwelt there. As well 
might he argue that Paul could not pray for spiritual invi- 
goration, since they already possessed it. When believers 
pray for a gift in general terms, they emphatically supplicate 
an enlargement of what of it is already in their possession. 
Would Olshausen apply his criterion to the prayer contained 
in the 1st chapter, and affirm that the fact of such gifts being 
asked for implied the total want of them on the part of the 
Ephesian church? De Wette takes carouxfjoas as an infini- 
tive of purpose or design, and regards the clause as describing 
the completion of “the strengthening,” Bernhardy, p. 365; 
See on Col. i. 11. We now look upon it as pointing out rather 
the result of the process of invigoration prayed for. The 
inspired petitioner solicited spiritual strength for them securing 
this result—that Christ might dwell in their hearts. The 
infinitive is connected with the more distant So, and more 
closely with the preceding infinitive ; Winer, § 44,1. There 
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is little doubt that in the verb xarotxijcat, emphatic in its 
position, the reference is to the last clause of the 2nd chapter— 
KaTouknTyplov Tov Ocov— a dwelling of God.” The apostle 
applies in this prayer the architectural allusion directly to the 
believing Ephesians themselves, and therefore the figure is not 
preserved in its rhetorical integrity. Ye are built on the 
foundations of the apostles and prophets, Christ being the 
Head-stone of the corner; that spiritual building fitly framed 
together groweth unto a holy temple, for a habitation of God: 
and the prayer now is, that compactness and solidity may be 
granted to them by the Spirit, so as that in them the primary 
design of such a temple may be realized, and “ Christ may 
dwell in their hearts”—Christ by his Spirit, and not as 
Fritsche coldly and tastelessly describes it—mens quam Christus 
postulat. Kpdros, not dévayis, may be applied to the qualities 
of physical objects, and so with propriety its derivative verb 
is here employed. In a temple that was crazy, or was built 
of loose and incongruous materials, the Divine guest could not 
be expected to dwell. 

- The KATOURI TAL of this verse has, as we have said, its origin 
in the xarovxnrypov of i. 22. The language is of common 
usage, and has its basis in the Old Testament, and in the 
employment of »w and kindred words to describe Jehovah’s 
relation to His house. And as the design of a temple is that 
its god may inhabit it, so Christ dwells in the heart. This 
inhabitation is not to be explained away as a mere reception 
of Christian doctrine, nor is it to be regarded as a mystical 
exaggeration.’ Col. i. 27; John xiv. 23; Rom. viii. 9, 11; 
Gal. ii. 20; James iv. 5. The means of His dwelling is— 

dia THs wictews—“ by faith”—your faith. Faith induces 
and also realizes His presence. And His abode is in no outer 
vestibule, but-— 

év rails xapdiats buav—“in your hearts.” The heart, as 
centre of the spiritual life, is His temple—the inner shrine of 
emotion and power— Centrum des stttlicher Lebens. Delitzsch, 


System der Bib. Psychol. p. 206; Beck, Seelenlehre, p. 69. 


1 When Ignatius was asked, on his trial, by the emperor, what was the meaning 
of his name—Theophorus—he promptly‘ replied, “‘He who has Christ in his 
breast.” 


EPHESIANS III. 18. 255 


Christ dwells there not as a sojourner, or “as a wayfaring 
man that turneth aside to tarry for a night,” but as a perma- 
nent resident. The intercessor continues— 

(Ver. 18.) "Ev dydarn éppilmpévor kal reOeuedrmpévor tva— 
“Ye having been rooted and grounded in love, in order that.” 
Some solve the difficulty felt about the connection of this clause 
by proposing to transfer fva to its commencement. This meta- 
thesis was suggested by Photius, and has been followed by 
Beza, Heinsius, Grotius, Crocius, and the authorized version. 
There is no necessity for such a change, even though the clause 
be joined, as by Knapp and Lachmann, to that which begins 
with iva; and the passages usually adduced to justify such an 
alteration are not precisely parallel, as is acutely shown by 
Piscator. John xiii. 29; Acts xix. 4; Gal. ii.10. The clause 
is, however, connected by some with the preceding one. 
Theophylact makes it the condition of Christ’s dwelling in 
their hearts. The exegesis of Chrysostom is similar— He 
dwelleth only in hearts rooted in His love ”"—vais xapdiats 
Tais TioTais, Tais éppifopévats. ‘This connection is also advo- 
cated by many, including Erasmus, Luther, Harless, Olshausen, 
and De Wette. But the change of construction is not so 
easily accounted for, if this view of the connection be adopted. 
Harless says, indeed, that as the predicate applies both to 
Kapdlais and to tuav, it could not with propriety be joined 
exclusively to any of them. Such a view of grammatical - 
propriety was, however, based on a foregone conclusion, for 
either the genitive or dative could have been used with equal 
correctness. On the other hand, the change of syntax indi- 
cates a change of connection, and the use of the irregular 
nominative makes the transition easy to the form adopted with 
iva. Kriiger, § 56, 9,4; Winer, § 63, 2. Harless adopts the 
view of Chrysostom and Theophylact, and regards the clause 
as a condition—“ Christ dwells in their heart, since they had 
been rooted in love. Bnt the clause, so changed, becomes 
a species of independent proposition, giving a marked promi- 
nence to the sense, and connected at once with the preceding 
' context as its result, and with the following context as its 
starting idea—the perfect being used with propriety, and not the 
present. Christ dwelling in their hearts—they are supposed, 
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as the effect of this inhabitation, to have been now rooted and 
grounded in love; and as the design of this confirmation in 
love—they are then and thus qualified to comprehend with all 
saints, &c. ‘“ Having thus become rooted and grounded in 
love, in order that ye may be able to comprehend.” 

The two participles éppsfouévoe and rePeuedtwpévor, are 
usually said to express the same idea by different figures—the 
one borrowed from botany and the other from architecture. 
But it is more natural to refer both words to the same general 
symbol, and, indeed, the former term is applied to a building. 
Thus, Herodot. i. 64—Ileciorparos éppitwoe thy tupavviba ; 
Plutarch, De Fortun. Rom.—pitdcat Kat Kkatraotijca, thy 
aon ; Sophocles, Gidip. Col. 1591, o8dv yiPev éppiSapevov 5 
also Plutarch, De Lib. Educ. 9,&c. The verb is thus used in 
a general sense, and coupled with rePewerrwpévor may have no 
specific reference to plantation. The allusion is again to the 
solid basement of the spiritual temple described in chap. ii. 

But to what do. the words év dydn describing the founda- 
tion refer? Some understand the love of Christ or God to us. 
Such is the view of Chrysostom and Theophylact, of Beza, 
Calovius, Aretius, Wolf, Bengel, Storr, Koppe, and Flatt. 
We cannot lay any stress on the dictum of Harless, that the 
omission of the article before the substantive proves it to be 
used in a subjective sense, and to signify our love to Christ. 

- Winer, § 19, 1. Nor can we say, with Meyer, that the sub- 
stantive standing without the article has almost the force of 
a participle—“ in amando.” But the entire context proves 
that the love referred to is the grace of love. One would have 
expected a genitive of possession, if dydmarn were not predicated 
of the persons themselves—if it were not a feeling in their 
hearts. It is a clumsy and equivocal exegesis to comprise 
under the term both Christ’s love to us and our love to him, 
as is done by Bucer, Anselm, Zanchius, Crocius, Matthies, 
and Stier. Nor can we accede to Meyer, who seems to restrict 
it to brother-love; for if it be the grace of love which is here 
specified, then it is love to Christ, and to every creature that 
bears. His image. Col. iii. 14; 1 Cor. xiii. Now, as the 
apostle intimates, this love is the root and foundation of 
Christian character, as all advancement is connected with its 
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existence and exercise. “ He prayeth well who loveth well.” 
Love is the fundamental grace. As love keeps its object 
enshrined in the imagination, and allows it never to be absent 
from the thoughts; so love to Jesus gives Him such a cheer- 
ful and continued presence in the mind, that as it gazes ever 
upon the image, it is changed into its likeness, for it strives to 
realize the life of Christ. It deepens also that consecration to 
the Lord which is essential to spiritual progress, for it sways 
all the motives, and moves and guides the inner man by its 
hallowed and powerful instincts. And it gives life and 
symmetry to all the other graces, for confidence and hope in a 
‘being to whom you are indifferent, cannot have such vigour and 
permanence as they have in one to whom the spirit is intel- 
ligently and engrossingly attached. When the lawgiver is 
loved, his statutes are obeyed with promptitude and uniformity. 
Thus resemblance to Jesus, devotion to Him, and growth in 
grace, as the elements and means of spiritual advancement, 
are intimately connected with love as their living basis. The 
entire structure of the holy fane is fitly framed and firmly held 
together, for it is “ rooted and grounded in love.” 

(Ver. 18.) "Iva e&ioytonre caranraBécOut ovy race Tots dyiots 
—“That ye may be able to comprehend with all the saints.” 
The conjunction expresses the design which these previous 
petitions had in view. Their being strengthened, their being 
inhabited by Christ, and their “having been rooted and - 
grounded in love,’ not only prepared them for this special 
study, but had made it their grand object. By a prior invigo- 
tation they were disciplined to it, and braced up for it— 
“that ye may be fully able ”’—fully matched to the enter- 
prise. | 

On drytos, see i. 2. The verb cararaB8écbat, used in the 
middle voice, has in the New Testament the meaning of “to 
comprehend,” or to make a mental seizure. Such a middle 
' voice—according to Kriiger, § 52, 8, 4—differs from the active 
only in so far as it exhibits the idea—des geschdftlichen oder 
geistigen Kraftaufwandes— of earnest or spiritual energy. 
The aorist expresses the rapid passing of the act. Winer, 
§ 44,7, b. In the only other passages where it occurs, as in 


Acts iv. 13, x. 84, xxv. 25, the verb signifies to come to a 
S 
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decided conclusion from facts vividly presented to the attention. 
And they were to engage in this study along with the 
universal church of Christ—not angels, or glorified spirits, or 
office-bearers in the church exclusively, as some have main- 
tained. The design is to comprehend— 

tb To TAGTOS Kal phos Kal BdOos nal trfros— what is the 

breadth, and length, and depth, and height.’’ This order of 
the last two nouns is supported by A, K, L or J, and the 
Received Text reversing it is apparently a correction intended 
to give the more natural order, and has in its favour B, C, 
D, E, F, G, with the Vulgate, Gothic, and Coptic. But to 
what do these terms of measurement apply? Many endea- 
vours have been made to supplement the clause with a 
genitive, and it is certain that “many wits run riot in their 
| geometrical and moral discourse upon these dimensions.” 
Assembly’s Annotations, in loc. 
_ 1. We may allude in passing: to the supposition of Kypke, 
that the verb may signify to occupy or fill, and that 7s may 
be used with change of accent in an indefinite sense—“ that 
ye may be able in the company of all saints to occupy the 
breadth, whatever it is,” &c. This exegesis is both violent 
and unnatural, puts an unusual sense upon xataraBécbar, 
and treats ti 76 wAdros, as if it were 76 WAdToS TH. 

2. Nor need we be detained by the. opinion of Schrader, 
who regards the words ti 7d-aAdtos, &c., as only the para- 
phrastic complement of the verb cararaSécOas, and as indi- 
cating the depth and thoroughness of the comprehension. 

3. Nor can ‘we suppose, with Beza and Grotius, that there 
is any allusion in these terms to the quarters of the heavens 
pointed to in the priestly gestures that gave name to the 
heave-oftering and wave-offering. Exod. xxix. 27. | 

4, Some of the Fathers referred these four words to the 
mystery of the cross—rovd oravpod dicts, as Severianus calls 
it. This view was held by Gregory of Nyssa, Jerome, and 
Augustine, and has been adopted by Anselm, Thomas Aquinas, 
and Estius. This quadriform mystery—sacramentum crucis— 
was explained by Augustine as signifying love in its breadth, 
hope in its height, patience in its length, and humility in its 
depth. Ep. exii.; De Videndo Deo, cap. 14; Ep. exx. cap. 26. 


EPHESIANS Ill. 18. 259 


‘Well does Calvin add—hwe subtilitate sua placent, sed quid ad 
Pauli mentem ? Esstius is more full and precise. He explains 
how the terms can be applied to the shape and beams of a 
cross, and adds—longitudo, temporum est, latitudo locorum, 
alittudo gloric, profunditas discretionis, &c.—the reference 
being to the signum T in frontibus inscriptum. So remote 
from the train of thought is this recondite mysticism, that it 
needs and merits no formal refutation. 

_ §. Some refer the nouns—sacra ?lla Pauli mathematica, as 
Glassius calls them—to the Divine plan of redemption—the 
mystery of grace. Such is the view of Chrysostom, who calls 
it—To puotipiov.td brép Huy olxovopnOev, and Theodoret, 
who describes it as—rijs ofxovopuias To wéyeOos. It is also the 
view of Theophylact and Céicumenius, followed by Beza, 
Bullinger, Piscator, Zanchius, Crocius, Crellius, Calovius, 
Riickert, Meier, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Olshausen. 
The supplement in this case appears to be far-fetched, and 
there is no allusion in the context to any such theme; the 
mystery referred to in verses 4-10 being the admission of the 
Gentiles into the church, and not the scheme of grace in its 
wide and glorious aspects. As little ground is there to go 
back to ver. 8, to ‘the unsearchable riches of Christ,” and 
refer such terms to them. Whatever the allusion is, it must 
‘be something immediately present to his own mind, and 
something that he supposed very present to the mind of his 
readers, the dimensions of which are thus characterized. 

6. We might almost pass over the fancy of those who sup- 
pose the apostle to take a survey of the Divine nature. Such 
is the opinion of Ambrosiaster, who. believes the apostle to 
describe a sphere or cube equal in length, breadth, and thick- 
ness, and imagines that such a figure represents the perfection 
and all-including infinity of God.! Matthies holds the same 
allusion, but refers it to the moral perfections of God. What 

1“ Q¢ sicut in sphera tanta longitudo est, quanta latitudo, et tanta altitudo, 
quantum et profundum; ita et in Deo omnia xqualia sunt immensitate infinitatis, 
Sphera enim definito modo concluditur: Deus autem non solum implet omnia, sed 
et excedit; nec enim clauditur, sed omnia intra se habet, ut solus ineffabilis et 
infinitus habeatur: ‘et gratis huic insufficienter agantur, quia cum tantus sit, 


dignatus est per Christum hominem visitare peccatis et morti subjectum.”— 
Ambrosius, Opera, tom, vii. pp. 280, 281, Venetiis, 1781. 
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has led to this view seems to be the similarity of this verse 
to a passage in Job xi. 8, in which the unfathomable mystery 
of the Divine nature is described—“ It is high as heaven,” 
&e.. But there.is nothing to ‘warrant such an allusion here, 
‘or even to give it a mere probability. 

7. That the terms indicate the measurement of God's love 
to men, is the view advocated partly by Chrysostom, and by 
Erasmus, Bodius, Vatablus, Grotius, Rollock, Dickson, Baum- 
garten, Flatt, and von Gerlach. ‘“God’s love,” as is noted 
in the paraphrase of Erasmus, “reaches in its height to the 
angels, and in its depth into hell, and stretches in its length 
and breadth to all the climates of the world.” Or, as Grotius 
explains it— The Divine goodness in its breadth affects all 
men, and in its length endures through all ages, in its depth 

“i reaches to man’s lowest depression, and in its height it 
carries. him to highest glory.” But this explanation, too, the 
context abjures, unless such were the sefse of the previous 
aydin, which, however, means love possessed by us. 

8. With greater plausibility Christ’s love to us is supposed. 
to be the theme of allusion, by Calvin, Calixtus, Zanchius, 
Aretius,- Semler, Zachariae, Storr, Bisping, Meyer, Holz- 
hausen, Hodge, Peile, and Ellicott. Neither, however, can 
this opinion be sustained. The previous dydan could not 
suggest the thought, for there it is subjective. We apprehend 
that this exegesis has been borrowed from the following 
clause-—‘‘and to know the love of Christ,” which Ellicott 
says is practically the genitive. But that clause is not 
epexegetical of the preceding, as is manifest in the use of 
re instead of xai, for this particle does not conjoin dependent 
sentences—it only adjoins collateral or independent proposi- 
tions. Besides, the phrases “length and breadth” are unusual 
measurements of love. 

9. De Wette, looking to Col. ii, and comparing this phrase- 
ology with the second and third verses of that chapter, ima- 
gines the apostle to refer to the Divine wisdom. There may 
be in Job xi. 8 a reference to the Divine wisdom, but the 
language specially affirms the inystery of the Divine nature. 
Slichting also refers to Col. ii, 2—to “the mystery of God 
the Father and of Christ,” as if that were the allusion here. 
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Such a view is quite as capricious as any of the preceding, 
for the wisdom of God is not a prominent topic either in this. 
prayer or in the preeeding context, where it is only once, though: 
vividly, introduced. Alford somewhat similarly supposes 
that the genitive is left indefinite—“ every dimension of all 
that God has revealed or done in or for us.” This is certainly 
better than any of the previous explanations. 2 
10. Heinsius, Homberg, Wolf, Michaelis, Cramer, Roéll, 

Bengel, Koppe, Stier, Burton, Trollope, and Dr. Featley i in 
the “Assembly’s Annotations,” suppose the allusion to be the 
Christian temple; not, to the fane of the Ephesian Artemis, 
as is maintained by Chandler and Macknight.. This appears 
to us to be the most probable exegesis, the genitive being 
still before the apostle’s mind from the end of the previous 
chapter. We have seen how the previous language of the 
prayer is moulded by such an allusion; that the invigoration 
of the inner man, the indwelling of Christ, and the substruc- 
ture in love, have all distinct reference to the glorious spiritual 
edifice. This idea was present, and so present to the apostle’s 
maginations that he feels no need to make formal mention of 

- Besides, these architectural terms lead us to the same 
conctsion, as they are $0 applicable to a building. The 
magnificent fabric is described in the end of chap. ii., and the 
intervening verses which precede the prayer are, as already 
stated, a parenthesis. That figure of a temple still loomed 
before the writer’s fancy, and naturally supplied the distinctive 
imagery of the prayer. Yor this reason, too, he does not 
insert a genitive, as the substantive is so remote, nor did he 
reckon it necessary to repeat the noun itself. Yet, to sustain 
the point and emphasis, he repeats the article before. each of 
the: substantives. In explaining these terms of mensuration 
we would not say with an old commentator quoted by Wolf 
—‘ The eliurch has length, that is, it stretches from east to 
west; and it has breadth, that is, it reaches from the equator 
to the poles. In its depth it descends to Christ, its corner- 
stone and basis, and in its height it is exalted to heaven.” 
There is a measurement of area—breadth and length, and a 
measurement of altitude—height and depth. May not the 
former refer to its size and growing vastness, embracing, as it 
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will do, so many myriads of so many nations, and spanning 
the globe? And may not the latter depict its glory? for the 
plan, structure, and materials alike illustrate the fame and 
character of its Divine Builder and Occupant, while its lofty 
turrets are bathed and hidden from view in the radiant splen- 
dour of heaven. And with what reed shall we measure this 
stately building. ?. How shall we grasp its breadth, compute 
its length, explore its depth, and scan its height? Only by 
the discipline described in the previous context—by being 
strengthened by the Spirit, by having Christ within us, and 
by being thus “rooted and grounded in love.” This ability 
to measure the church needs the assistance of the Divine 
Spirit—of Him who forms this “ habitation of God”—so that 
we may understand its nature, feel its self-expansion, and 
believe the “ glorious things spoken” of it. It requires also 
the indwelling of Jesus—of Him in whom the whole building 
groweth unto a holy temple, in order to appreciate its con- 
nection with Him as its chief corner-stone, the source of 
its stability and symmetry. And they who feel themselves 
“vooted and grounded in love” need no incitement to this 
survey and measurement, for He whom they love is its foun- 
dation, while His Father dwells in it, and His Spirit builds it 
up with generation after generation of believers. None have 
either the disposition or the skill to comprehend the vastness 
and glory of the spiritual temple, save they who are in it 
themselves, and who, being individual and separate shrines, 
can reason from their own enjoyment to the dignity and 
splendour of the universal edifice. And not only so, but the 
apostle also prayed for ability— . 
~ (Ver. 19.) Tvdvai re tiv trepBddrrovcav ths yvooews 
aydrnv tod Xpiorob—“* And to know the knowledge-sur- 
passing love of Christ.’? Tvévaz is not dependent on xara- 
Na BéoOat, but is in unison with, or rather parallel to it, being 
also a similar exercise of mind. The particle re, not unlike 
the Latin que, does not couple; it rather annexes or adds a 
vlause which is not necessarily dependent on the preceding. 
Kihner, § 722; Hartung, i. p. 105. Hand, Tursellinus seu 
de Particulis Latinis Commentarii, lib. ii. p. 467. Winer 
remarks, that in the clause adjoined by ze the more. prominent 
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idea of the sentence may be found. § 57, 3. In the phrase— 
aydmrnv tod Xpiotov, Xprorod is the genitive of possession or 
subject—the love of Christ to us. The genitive yooews is 
governed by the participle drepSdddovoay, and not by the 
substantive dydmnv,—the last a misconstruction, which may 
have originated the reading of Codex A and of Jerome— 
scientiv caritatem ; a reading adopted also by Grotius and 
Homberg. The participle, from its comparative sense, governs 
the genitive. Kiihner, § 539; Bernhardy, p. 169 ; ; Vigerus, de 
Idiotismis, ii. p. 667 Londini, 1824, Two different meanings 
have been ascribed to the participle— 

1. That adopted by Luther! in one version—“ the love of 
Christ, which is more excellent than knowledge.” Similar is 
the view of Wetstein and Wilke. Lexicon, sub voce. Such a 
rendering appears to stultify itself. If the apostle prayed 
them to know a love which was better than knowledge, the 
verb, it is plain, is used with a different signification from its 
cognate substantive. ‘To know such a love must in that case 
signify to possess or feel it, and there is no occasion to take 
_yveows in any technical and inferior sense. Nor can we sup- 
pose the apostle to use such a truism in the form of a contrast, 
and to say, “I pray that you may know that love to Christ is 
better than mere knowledge about Him’”—a position which 
nobody could dispute. Nor did there need a request for 
spiritual strength to enable them to come to the conclusion 
which Augustine gathers from the clause—scdentia subdita 
caritatt. De Gratia et Lib. Arbit. cap. 19. Far more point 
and consistency are found in the second form of exegesis, 
which— 

2. Supposes the apostle to say, that the love of Clirist—the 
love which He bears to us—transcends knowledge, or goes 
beyond our fullest conceptions. “I pray that you may be 
able to know the love of Christ, which yet in itself is above 
knowledge.” ‘This figure of speech, which rhetoricians call 
an oxymoron or a paradox, consists in the statement of an 
apparent inconsistency, and is one which occurs elsewhere in 

1 His first translation was—die Liebe Christi, die doch alle Erkentniss tibertrif{t, 
but in the year 1545 he rendered—dass Christuin lich haben viel besser ist, denn alles 
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the writings of the apostles-Rom. i. 20; 1 Cor. 1. 21-25; 
2 Cor. viii. 2; Gal. ii. 19; 1 Tim. v.6. The apostle does 
not mean that Christ’s love is in every sense incompre- 
hensible, nor does he pray that his readers may come to know 
the fact that His love is unknowable in its essence. This 
latter view, which is that of Harless and Olshausen, limits the 
inspired prayer, and is not warranted by the language employed, 
But in this verse the position of the participle between the 
article and its substantive, proves it to be only an epithet— 
“to know the knowledge-surpassing love of Christ.” Winer, 
§ 45,4 note. The incomprehensibility of the love of Christ 
is not that special element of it which the apostle prayed that 
the Ephesians might come to the knowledge of, but he asks 
that they might be strengthened to cherish enlarged concep- 
tions of a love which yet, in its higher aspect and properties, 
was beyond knowledge. So write Gicumenius and Theophy- 
lact,—riv dydanv tiv drepéyoucay dons yvdoeos. The 
apostle wishes them to possess a relative acquaintance with 
the love of Christ, while he felt that the absolute understanding 
of it was far beyond their reach. To know it to be the fact, 
that it is a love which passeth knowledge, is different from 
saylng—to know it experimeutally, though it be a love which 
in the highest sense passeth knowledge. Thus Theodore of 
Mopsuestia says—rd yvOvat dvr) rod drodadoa Neyéo. It may: 
be known in some features and to some extent, but at the same 
time it stretches away into infinitude, far beyond the ken of 
human discovery and analysis. As a fact manifested in time 
and embodied in the incarnation, life, teaching, and death of 
the Son of God, it may be understood, for it assumed a nature 
of clay, bled on the cross, and lay prostrate in the tomb; but 
in its unbeginning existence as an eternal passion, antedating 
alike the Creation and the Fall, it “ passeth knowledge.”? In 
the blessings which it coufers—the pardon, grace, and glory 
which it provides—it may be seen in palpable exhibition, and 
experienced in happy consciousness ; but in its limitless power 
and endless resources it baffles thought and description. In 
the terrible sufferings and death to which it led, and in the 
self-denial and sacrifices which it involved, it may be known 
so far by the application of human instincts and analogies ; 
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but the fathomless fervour of a divine affection surpasses the 
measurements of created intellect. As the attachment of a 
man, it may be gauged; but as the love of a God, who can 
by searching find it out? Uncaused itself, it originated sal- 
vation ; unresponded to amidst the “ contradiction of sinners,” 
it neither pined nor collapsed.. It led from divine immor- 
tality to human agonies and dissolution, for the victim was 
bound to the cross not by the nails of the military executioner, 
but by the “ cords of love.” It loved repulsive unloveliness, 
and, unnourished by reciprocated attachment, its ardour was 
unquenched, nay, is unquenchable, for it is changeless as the 
bosom in which it dwells. Thus it may be known, while yet 
it “passeth knowledge ;” thus it may be experimentally 
known, while still in its origin and glory it surpasses compre- 
hension, and presents new and newer phases to the loving and 
inquiring spirit. For one may drink of the spring and be 
refreshed, and his eye may take in at one view its extent and 
circuit, while he may be able neither to fathom the depth nor 
mete out the volume of the ocean whence it has its origin. - 

This prayer, that the Ephesians might know the love of 
Christ, is parallel to the preceding one, and was suggested by 
it. That temple of such glory and vastness which has Christ 
for its corner-stone, suggests the love of its illustrious Founder. 
While the apostle prayed that his converts in Ephesus might 
comprehend the stability and magnificence of the one, he could 
not but add that they might also know the intensity and ten- 
derness of the other—might understand in its history and 
results a love that defied their familiar cognizance and pene- 
tration in its essence and circuit. From’ what the church is, 
and is to be, you infer the love of Christ. And the being 
“yooted and grounded in love” is the one preparative to know 
the love of Christ, for love appreciates love, and responds in 
cordial pulsation. And all this for the ultimate end— 

iva TANpwbire eis Tay 76 TANp@pLa TOD Ocod—“ that ye may 
be filled up to all the fulness of God.” This clause depicts 
the grand purpose and result. “Iva—‘in order that,” is con- 
nected with the preceding clauses of the prayer, and is the 
third instance of its use in the paragraph—iva Sen—iva e&c- 
xvonte—iva TrAnpwOjre—this last being climactic, or the great 


266 EPHESIANS Il. 19. 


end of the whole supplication. (For the meaning of m\sjpojia, 
the reader may turn to i. 10, 23.) Tod @cod is in the genitive 
of subject or possession. “ All the fulness of God” is all the 
fulness which God possesses, or by which He is characterized. 
Chrysostom is right in the main when he paraphrases it,— 
Trnpovabas maons apeThs Hs Anns éotw 6 @eds. Some, like 
Harless, refer the fulness to the Divine d0£a; others, like Holz- 
hausen, Baumgarten, and Michaelis, think the allusion is to a 
temple inhabited or filled with Divinity, or the Shechinah; and 
others, again, as Vatablus and Schoettgen, dilate the meaning 
into a full knowledge of God or of divine doctrine. Many com- 
mentators, including Calovius, Zachariae, Wolf, Beza, Estius, 
Grotius, and Meyer, break down the term by a rash analysis, 
and make it refer to this or that species of spiritual gifts. 
Bodius and Olshausen keep the word in its undivided signi- 
ficance, but Conybeare inserts an unwarranted supplement 
when he renders—‘ filleth therewith” (with Christ’s love) 
“ even to the measure of the fulness of God.” Koppe, adopt- 
ing the idea of Aretius and Kiittner, and most unwarrantably 
referring it to the church, supposes the clause to be adduced 
as a proof of the preceding statement, that Christ’s love sur- 
passes knowledge, and this is seen “in the fact of your admis- 
sion to the church,”—thus diluting the words into é& 76 
mrnpobjvar buds. Schleusner has a similar view. Codex B 
reads—tva mAnpwO7 wav 7d wAnpwpua, an exegetical variation. 
The wAjpopa—that with which He is filled—appears to be the 
entire moral excellence of God—the fulness and lustre of His 
spiritual perfections. Such is the climax of the prayer. It is 
plainly contrary to fact and experience to understand the term 
of the uncreated essence of God, for such an idea would involve 
us in a species of pantheism. 

_ The preposition e’s is used with special caution. The 
simple dative is not employed, nor does eds stand for év, as 
Grotius, Estius, and Whitby imagine, and as it is rendered in 
the Syriac and English versions. It does not denote “ with,” 
but “for” or “into”—filled up to or unto “an end quan- 
titatively considered.”” The whole fulness of God can never 
contract itself so as to lodge in any created heart. But the 
smaller vessel may have its own fulness poured into it from 
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one of larger dimensions. The communicable fulness of God 
will in every element of it impart itself to the capacious 
and exalted bosom, for Christ dwells in their hearts. The 
difference between God and the saint will be not in kind, 
but in degree and extent. His fulness is infinite; theirs is 
limited by the essential conditions of a created nature. 
Theirs is the correspondence of a miniature to the full face 
and form which it represents. Stier’s version is, “ Until you 
be what as the body of Christ you can and should be, 
the whole fulness of God.” But this proceeds on a wrong 
idea of wAjpwona—as if it here signified the church as 
divinely filled. (See the illustrations of wA7jpwpa under i. 23.) 
The apostle prays for strength, for the indwelling of Jesus, for 
unmovable foundation in love, for a comprehension of the 
size and vastness of the spiritual temple, and for a knowledge 
of the love of Christ; and when such blessings are conferred 
and enjoyed, they are the means of bringing into the heart 
this Divine fulness. Col. ii. 19. There seems to be a 
close concatenation of thought. The “strength ” prayed for 
is needed to qualify “the inner man” to bear and retain that 
“fulness.” The implored inhabitation of Him in whom 
“dwells all the fulness of the Godhead bodily,” is this fulness 
in its formal aspect; and that love which founds and confirms 
the Christian character, and instinctively enables it to com- 
prehend. the vast designs-of God in His church, and to know 
the unimaginable love of Christ, is of the same fulness an 
index and accompaniment. This blessed result may not be 
completely realized on earth, where so many disturbing influ- 
ences are in constant operation, but it shall be reached in 
heaven, where the spirit shall be sated with “all the fulness 
of God.” 

(Ver. 20.) Te d€ duvapévp trép rdvta romhoa trepex- 
mepicacov av aitovuela 1 vootpwev— Now to Him who is 
able to do beyond all things superabundantly beyond what 
we ask or think.” The apostle supposes his prayer to be 
answered, and all its requests conferred. The Divine Giver 
of such munificent donations is surely worthy of all homage, 
and especially worthy of all homage in the character of 
the answerer of prayer. By dé he passes to a different subject 
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—from recipients to the Giver. Praise succeeds prayer—the 


anthem is its fitting conclusion. 
The. construction is idiomatic, as if the apostle’s mind 


laboured for terms of sufficient intensity. Words compounded 
with d7rép are often employed by the full mind of the apostle, 
and are the favourite characteristics of his style. i. 21, iv. 10; 
Rom. v. 20, viii. 87; 2 Cor. vii. 4, xi, 5, 23; Phil. ii. 9; 
1 Thess. iii, 10; 2 Thess. 1. 8; 1 Tim. i. 14. Compare 
Fritzsche, ad Roman. vol. i, 351. "The general idea is—God’s 

infinite ability to grant spiritual blessing. ‘Yzrép is twice 
expressed ; before mavra, and in the double compound term 
vrepexrreptocod. Mark vii. 37 ; 1 Thess. ili. 10, v.18. This 
repetition shows the ardour of the apostle’s soul, and his anxiety 
to body forth the idea of the incomparable power of God to 
answer petition, The first train of thought seems to have 
been—trep wdvra Touoat & airovpweOa—“ to do beyond all 
which we ask or think.” . But this description did uot exhaust 
the apostle’s conception, and so he inserts—d7repexmepico'od 
av airovuela—" more than abundantly,” or abundantly far 
beyond what we ask or think. Nor is there any tautology. 
‘Larep mdvra Toujoat expresses merely the fact of God’s super- 
abundant power, but the subjoined trepexrepiocod defines 
the mode in which this illimitable power displays itself, and 
that is, by conferring spiritual gifts in superabundance—in 
much more than simple abuidance. THavrless places the two 
clauses in apposition, but their union appears to be closer, as 
our exegesis intimates. Idvra is closely counected with dv, 
which is governed in the genitive by the éiép in brepex- 
mepiccod. Bernhardy, p. 189. And we do not say with 
Harless that there is any hyperbole, for omnipotence has 
never exhausted its resources. While ommniscience. is the 
actual knowledge of all, omnipotence is the ability to do all, 
and all that it can do has never been achieved. 

God is able to do far “ above what we ask,” for our asking is 
limited and feeble. John xvi. 24. But there may be thoughts 
too sweeping for expression, there may be unutterable groanings 
prompted by the Spirit (Rom. viii. 26); yet above and beyond 
our widest conceptions and most daring expectations is God 
“able to do.” God’s ability to answer prayer transcends not 
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only our spoken petitions, but far surpasses even such thoughts 
as are too big for words, and too deep for utterance. And 
still those desires which are dumb from their very vastness, - 
and amazing from their very ‘boldness, are insignificant 
requests compared with the power of God. For we know so 
little of His promises, and so weak is our faith in them, that 
we ask not, as.we should, for their universal fulfilment; and 
though we did understand their depth and power, our loftiest 
imaginations of possible blessing would come infinitely short 
of the power and resources of the Hearer of prayer. Beati qué 
esurtunt, says Bernard, et sitiunt justitiam, quoniam ipst 
saturabuntur. Qué esurtt, esurtat amplius, et qui desiderat, 
abundantius adhuc desideret, quoniam quantumoungue desiderare 
potuerit, tantum est accepturus < —_ 

Kara tiv Stvapw tiv évepyouyévyny év juiv—“ according 
to the power which worketh in us.” These words are not to 
be joined to voodmev, as if they qualified it, and as if the 
apostle meant to say, that God can do more for us than we 
can think, even when our thouglits are excited and enlar ged 
by His own “ power putting itself forth in us.” This 
patticinle is here, as in many other places, in the middle 
voice, the active voice being used by Paul in reference to a 
personal agent, and the middle employed when, as in this 
case, the idea of personality is sunk. “ According to His 
power that proves or shows itself at work in us.” Winer, 
§ 88,6. That power has been again and again referred to in 
itself and in its results by the apostle. (i. 19, iii. 16.) From 
our own blissful experience of what it has already achieved in 
us, we may gather that its Divine possessor arid wielder can 
do for us “far beyond what we ask or think.” That might 
being God’s, can achieve in us results which the boldest have 
not ventured to anticipate. So that, as is meet— 

(Ver. 21.) Atdr@ 7 d0Ea év Th éxxdnota év Xpior@ "Inood— 
“To Him be glory in the church in Christ Jesus.” Such a 
pronoun, emphatic in position and from repetition, occurs 
in common Hebrew usage—a usage, however, not wholly 
Hebraistic, but often found in classic Greek, and very often in 
the Septuagint. Bernhardy, p. 290; Winer, § 22,4, b. Aofa 
may, as an abstract noun, have the article prefixed; or the 
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article may be used in what Bernhardy calls its “ rhetorische 
form,” signifying the glory which is His especially, and due to 
Him confessedly. p. 290. The difference of reading is not of 
essential moment. Some MSS., such as A, B, and ©, with 
the Coptic and Vulgate, supply «al before év X. 1., and this 
reading is preferred by Lachmann, Riickert, and Matthies, but 
refused by Tischendorf, while D', F, G, with Ambrosiaster, 
reverse the order of the clauses, and read—év Xpior@ "Inood 
Kal Th éxkdnoia. Koppe, on the authority of one MS., 46, is 
inclined to reject as spurious the whole clause—év rj éxxdqaia. 
Harless and Olshausen show that these various readings have 
their sources in dogmatic views. It could not. be borne by 
some that the church should stand before Christ, and the xa/, 
without which there would be an asyndeton, was inserted in 
consequence of certain opinions as to the connection and 
meaning of the clause which follows it. Hofmann, Schriftd. 
vol. ii. part 2, p. 108, pleads for xaé, and. connects év Xpicr@ 
*Incod with the following words eés wdcas tas yeveds, &e. 
The relation of the two clauses— év 79 éxxAnola and év Xpiot@ 
*Incod—has been variously understood:— 

1. Luther, Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, 
Holzhausen, Olshausen, and Stier, connect the words thus— 
“Tn the church which is in Christ Jesus.” Not to say that 
a second 77 is wanting (Gal. i. 22), which, however, in such a 
connection is not always repeated—the meaning does not 
appear to be appropriate. The second clause has no immediate 
union with the one before it, but bears a relation to d0fa. 

2. Some render év Xpsicr@ by the words “ through Christ” 
—06id, as in the interpretation of Theophylact; cvy, as in that 
of C(icumenius;. yer Christum, as in the paraphrase of Grotius, 
and the exegesis of Calvin and Beza, Rollock and Riickert. 
Such a translation is not in accordance with the usual mean- 
ing of the preposition. The passages adduced by Turner 
in denial of this are no proof, for in them éy, though instru- 
mental, retains its distinctive meaning, and is not to be super- 
ficially confounded with d.d. 

3. The words seem to define the inner sphere or spirit in 
which the glory is presented to God. It is offered in the 
church, but it is, at the same time, offered “ in Christ Jesus,” 
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or presented by the members of the sacred community in the 
consciousness of union with Him, and by consequence in a 
spirit of dependence on Him. So generally Harless, Meyer, 
De Wette, Alford, and Ellicott. The place of doxology is 
the church, and the glory is hymned by its members, but the 
spirit of the song is inspired by oneness with Jesus. Ad£a is 
the splendour of moral excellence, and in what place should 
such glory be ascribed but in the church, which has wit- 
nessed so much of it, and whose origination, life, blessings, and 
hopes are so many samples and outbursts of it? Ebrard, 
Dog., § 467. And how should it be presented? Not apart 
from Christ, or simply for His sake, but in Him—in thrilling 
fellowship. with Him ; for no other consciousness.can inspire 
us with the sacred impulse, and praise of no other origin and 
character can be accepted by that God who is Himself in 
Christ. The glory is to be offered—. 

eis Tdoas TAS yeveds TOD aidvos TOV aidvev. 'Apnv— 
“to all the generations of the age of the ages. Amen.” 
This remarkable accumulation of terms is an intensive for- 
mula denoting eternity. The apostle combines two phrases, 
both of which are used in the New Testament. His yeveds 
yeveov—Luke i. 50—is phraseology based upon the Hebrew 
comin is, Ps. Ixxil. 5; cit, 24. The other portion of the 
phrase occurs as in Gal. 1. 5—eis tovs aidvas tév aiaven, 
(1 Pet. i. 23) eds rov aidva. Heb. v. 6; vi. 20. We have 
also eis Tous ai@vas in many places; and in the Septuagint, 
eis yevedy Kal yevedy, ws yeveds nai yevedis, éx yeveds eis yevedy, 
eis yeveds yevedv. So &ws aidvos Toy aidvey stands in Dan. 
vii. 18 for the Chaldee nw m »w www, This language, 
borrowed from the changes and succession of time, is employed 
to picture out eternity. It is a period of successive genera- 
tions filling up the age, which again is an age of ages—or 
made up of a series of ages—a period composed of many 
periods; and through the cycles of such a period of periods, 
glory is to be ascribed to God. It is needless, with Meyer, 
to take yeveat in a literal sense, or in reference to successive 
generations of living believers, for yeved often simply means 
a period of time measured by the average life of man. Acts 
xiv. 16, xv. 21. The entire phrase is a temporal image of 
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eternity. One wonders at De Wette’s question —“ Was the 
apostle warranted to expect such a long duration for the 
church?” For is not the church to be gathered into the 
heavens? | 
The obligation to glorify God lasts through eternity, and 
the glorified church will ever delight in rendering praise, “as 
is most due.” Eternal perfection will sustain an eternal 
anthem. The Trinity is here again brought out to view. The 
power within us is that of the Spirit, and glory in Christ is 
presented to the Father who answers prayer through the Son, 
and by the Spirit; and, therefore, to the Father, in the Son, 
and by the Spirit, is offered this glorious minstrelsy—“ as it 
was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world without 
end. Amen.” . 
“To Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
The God whom heaven’s triumphant host 
And saints on earth adore, 
Be glory as in ages past, 
As now it is, and so shall last 
When time shall be no more.” 


CHAP. IV. 


Tue practical portion of the Epistle now commences, or as 
Theodoret says—erl ra eiSn mpotpémes THs apethis. But doc- 
trine has been expounded, ere duty is enforced. Instructions 
as to change of spiritual relation precede exhortations as to 
change of life. It is in vain to tell-the dead man to rise and 
walk, till the principle of animation be restored. One must be 
a child of God before he can be a servant of God. Pardon and 
purity, faith and holiness, are indissolubly united. Ethics 
therefore follow theology. And now the apostle first proceeds 
to enjoin the possession of such graces as promote and sus- 
tain the unity of the church, the members of which are 
“rooted and grounded in love’-—a unity which, as he is 
anxious to show, is quite compatible with variety of gift, 
office, and station. Then he dwells on the nature, design, and 
results of the ministerial functions belonging to the church, 
points out its special and divine organization, and goes on to 
the reprobation of certain vices, and the inculcation of opposite 
graces. 
(Ver. 1.) Ilapaxard obv tyds éya o déopsos ev Kupig— 
“T exhort you then, I the prisoner in the Lord.” The 
retrospective ody refers us to the preceding paragraph— 
christian privilege or calling being so rich and full, and his 
prayer for them being so fervent and extensive. The person- 
ality of the writer is distinctly brought out—“TI the prisoner”’ . 
éyé. ili. 1. The phrase év Kupé@ is closely connected with 
6 déoptos, as the want of the article between the words also 
shows. Some, indeed, prefer to join it to the verb 7apaxaro 
—T exhort you in the Lord.” Such was the view of Semler, 
and Koppe does not express a decided opinion. But the 
position of the words is plainly against such a construction. 
Winer, § 20, 2. The verb vapaxan® is not used in its original 


sense, but signifies “I exhort,” as if equivalent to mpotpéra. 
T 
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It has, however, various shades of meaning in the Pauline 
writing. See Knapp’s Scrip. Var. p. 125, e¢ seg. Nor can 
év Kupio signify “for Christ’s sake,” as is. the opinion 
of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Koppe, and Flatt. When we 
turn to similar expressions, such as rods dvras év Kupio 
(Rom. xvi. 11)—déyamnrév év Kupi (Philem. 16)—yaynOjvas, 
povov év Kupiw (1 Cor. vii. 389)—réov dyarnrév pov év Kupio 
(Rom. xvi. 8)—the meaning of the idiom cannot be doubted. 
It characterizes Paul as a Christian prisoner—one who not 
only ‘was imprisoned for Christ’s sake, but who was and 
still is in union with the Lord, as a servant and sufferer. 
See on Kupsos, ch. i. 2,3. The apostle, in iii. 1, uses the 
genitive which indicates one aspect of relationship—that 
of possession; but here he employs the dative as denoting 
that his incarceration has its element or characteristic, per- 
haps origin, too, from his union with Christ. But why again 
allude to his bondage in these terms? Not simply to excite 
sympathy, and claim a hearing for his counsels, nor solely, as 
Olshausen and Harless maintain, to represent his absolute 
obedience to the Lord as an example to his readers. All 
these ideas might be in his mind, but none of them engross- 
ingly, else some more distinctive allusion might be expected 
in his language. Nor can we accede to Meyer and the Greek 
fathers, that there is in the phrase any high exultation in the. 
glory of a confessor or a martyr—as if, as Theodoret says, He 
gloried more in his chains, 7 Bacwredls Siadjpare. But his 
writing to them while he was in chains proved the deep 
interest he took in them and in their spiritual welfare—showed 
them that his faith in Jesus, and his love to His cause, were 
not shaken by persecution—that the iron which lay upon his 
limb had not entered into his soul—and that his apostolical 
prerogative was as intact, his pastoral anxiety as powerful, 
and his relation to the Lord as close and tender as when on 
his visit to them he disputed in the school of Tyrannus, or 
uttered his solemn and pathetic valediction to their elders 
at Miletus. Letters inspired by love in a dungeon might 
also have a greater charm than his oral address. Compare 
Gal. vi. 17. “TI exhort you””— 

akiws mepirarhoa THs KARcews Hs exAnOnte— that ye 
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walk worthy of the calling with which ye were called.” 
Kjos is the Christian vocation—the summons “ to glory 
and virtue.” See under i. 18; Rom. xi. 29; Phil. ii. 14; 
2 Tim. i. 9; Heb. i. 1, &c. In fs éxvnOnre is a common 
idiom—#s being probably by attraction or assimilation, as 
Kriiger, § 51, 10, prefers to call it, for 4, but. perhaps for jv 
(Arrian, Zpicé. p. 122) and the verb being used with its cog- 
nate noun. Winer, § 24,1; 2 Tim. i.9; 1 Cor. vii. 20. See 
also under i. 8, 19, 20; ii. 4. "A£cos in the sense of “in har- 
mony with,” is often thus used. Matt. ili. 8; Phil. i. 27; Col. 
i. 10; 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; 2 Thess.i.11. On the peculiar meaning 
of wepuratéw see under li, 2, 10. It is a stroke of very 
miserable wit which Adam Clarke ascribes to the apostle, 
when he represents him as saying, “Ye have your liberty 
and may walk, I am deprived of mine and cannot.” Their 
calling, so high, so holy, and so authoritative, and which had 
come to them in such power, was to be honoured by a walk 
in perfect correspondence with its origin and spirit, its claims 
and destiny. See also under ver. 4, 

The apostle now enforces the cultivation of those graces, the 
possession of which is indispensable to the harmony of the 
church: for the opposite vices—pride, irascibility, impatient 
querulousness—all tend to strife and disruption. On union 
the apostle had already dwelt in the second chapter as a 
matter of doctrine—here he introduces it as one of practice. 

(Ver. 2.) Mera rdons tarewoppootvys Kal mpaitytos, wera 
paxpoOupias, dveyopuevot GAAiAWY ev aydrn— With all low- 
liness and meekness, with long-suffering, forbearing one 
another in love.”? Col. iii. 12. Merd is with—accompanied 
with—visible manifestation. Winer, § 47, h. On idons see 
i. 8. Some suppose the various nouns in the verse to be 
connected with dveyouevot, but such a connection mars the 
harmony and development of thought, as it rises from general 
to special counsel. 

Tarrewoppootvy is lowliness of mind, opposed 4 to Ta inde 
gpovoovres. Rom. xii. 16. It is that profound humility which 
stands at the extremest distance from haughtiness, arrogance, 
and conceit, and which is produced by a right view of our- 
selves, and of our relation to Christ and to that glory to which 
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we are called. It is ascribed by the apostle to himself in Acts 
xx. 19. It is not any one’s making himself small—érav tis 
péyas av—as Chrysostom supposes, for such would be mere 
simulation. Every blessing we possess or hope to enjoy is 
from God. Nothing is self-procured, and therefore no room is 
left for self-importance. This modesty of mind, says Chry- 
sostom, is the foundation of all virtue—adons dperis drd0ects. 
Trench, Synon. § 43; Tittman, De Syn. p. 140. 

IIpaiirns is meekness of spirit in all relations, both toward 
God and toward man—which never rises in insubordination 
against God nor in resentment against man. It is a grace 
ascribed by the Saviour to himself (Matt. xi. 29), and ascribed 
to him by the apostle. 2 Cor. x. 1; Gal. v. 23. It is not 
merely that meekness which is not provoked and angered by 
the reception.of injury, but that entire subduedness of tem- 
perament which strives to be in harmony with God’s will, be 
it what it may, and, in reference to men, thinks with candour, 
suffers in self-composure, and speaks in the “soft answer” 
which “turneth away wrath.” or some differences in spell- 
ing the word, see Passow, sub voce, and Lobeck, ad Phrynich. 
p- 403. The form adopted is found only in B and EH, but it 
seems supported by the analogy of the Alexandrian spelling. 

The preposition werd is repeated before the next noun, 
pakpoOupias, and this repetition has led Estius, Riickert, 
Harless, Olshausen, and Stier to connect it with dveyopuevos 
in the following clause. We see no good ground for this. 
construction. On the contrary, dveyduevos has év dydarn to 
qualify it, and needs not pera paxpoOvpias, which, from its 
position, would then be emphatic. Some, like Lachmann and 
Olshausen, feeling this, join év dydary as unwarraritably to the 
following verse. ‘The first two nouns are governed by one 
preposition, for they are closely associated in meaning, the 
“ meekness” being after all only a phase of the “lowliness of 
mind,” and resting on it. But the third noun is introduced 
with the preposition repeated, as it is a special and distinct 
virtue—a peculiar result of the former two—and so much, at 
the same time, before the mind of the apostle, that he explains 
it in the following clause. 

Maxpobupia— long-suffering,” is opposed to irritability, 
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or to what we familiarly name shortness of temper (James i. 
19), and is that patient self-possession which enables a man to 
bear with those who oppose him, or who in any way do him 
injustice. He can afford to wait till better judgment and 
feeling on their part prevail. 2 Cor. vi.6; Gal. v.22; 1 Tim. 
1.16; 2 Tim. iv. 2. In its high sense of bearing with evil, 
and postponing the punishment of it, it is ascribed to God. Rom. 
il, 4, ix, 22. The participle aveyouevot is in the nominative, 
and the anacolouthon is easily explained from the connection 
with the first verse. An example of a similar change is 
found in iii. 18. Winer, § 63, 2.. It is useless, with Heinsius 
and Homberg, to attempt to supply the imperative mood of 
the verb of existence— Be ye forbearing one another.” 
"Avéyouat, in the middle voice, is to have patience with, that 
is, “to hold one’s self up” till the provocation is past. Col. 
ili. 18. Verbs of its class govern the genitive. Kuhner, § 539. 
"Ev dydry describes the spirit in which such forbearance was 
to be exercised. Retaliation was not to be allowed ; all occa- 
sionally needed forbearance, and all were uniformly to exercise 
it. No acerbity of temper, sharp retort, or satirical reply was 
to be admitted. As it is the second word which really begins 
the strife, so, where mutual forbearance is exercised, even the 
first angry. word would never be spoken: And this mutual 
forbearance must not be affected coolness or studied courtesy ; 
it must have its origin, sphere, and nutriment “in love ””—in 
the genuine attachment that ought to prevail among Christian 
disciples. Cicumenius justly observes-—évéa yap éorw dydrn, 
TAVTA EOTW AVEKTA. 

(Ver. 3.) Zaevddlovres typelv tiv évrnta tod Uvetparos 
—“Endeavouring to keep the unity of the Spizit.” This 
clause is parallel to the preceding, and indicates not so much, 
as Meyer says, the inward feelings by which the dvéyecOav is 
to be characterized, as rather the motive to it, and the accom- 
panying or simultaneous effort. Ilvedua cannot surely mean 
the mere human spirit, as the following verse plainly proves. 
Yet such is the view of Ambrosiaster, Anselm, Erasmus, 
Calvin, Estius, Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Bloomfield. 
Calvin also says—Lygo simplicius interpretor de animorum 
concordia ; and Ambrosiaster quietly changes the terms, and 
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renders—unitatis spirttum. Others, again, take the phrase to 
denote that unity of which the Spirit is the bond. Chrysos- 
tom says—8ia yap robro 7d mvedua éd00n, va Tovs yéver Kab 
TpoTros Staddpors SueoTnKdtas évdcn. This view is perhaps 
not sufficiently distinctive. The reference is to the Spirit of 
God, but, as the next verse shows, to that Spirit as inhabiting 
the church—“ one body” and “ one Spirit.” The “unity of 
the Spirit is not, as Grotius says, wnitas ecclesiw, que est 
corpus spirituale, but it is the unity which dwells within the 
-church, and which results from the one Spirit—the originating 
cause being in the genitive. Hartung, Casus, p. 12. The 
apostle has in view what he afterwards advances about differ- 
ent functions and offices in the church in verses 7 and 11. 
Separate communities are not to rally round special gifts and 
offices, as if each gift proceeded from, and was organized by, a 
separate and rival Spirit. 1 Cor. xu. 4, &e. And this unity 
of the Spirit was not so completely in their possession, that 
its existence depended wholly on their guardianship. For it 
exists independently of human vigilance or fidelity; but its 
manifestations may be thwarted and checked. They were 
therefore to keep it safe from all disturbance and infraction. 
And in this duty they were to be earnest and forward—ovrov- 
ddfovres, using diligence, “‘bisie to kepe,”’ as Wycliffe renders ; 
for if they cherished humility, meekness, and universal toler- 
ance in love, as the apostle hath enjoined them, it would be 
no difficult task to preserve the “unity of the Spirit.” And 
that unity is to be kept— 

éy TO cuvdécp@ Ths eipyvys—“in the bond of peace.” 
Some understand the apostle to affirm that the unity is kept 
by that which forms the bond of peace, viz., love. Such an 
opinion has advocates in Theophylact, Calovius, Bengel, 
Riickert, Meier, Harless, Stier, and Winzer,? who take the 
genitive as that of object. Such an idea may be implied, but 
it is not the immediate statement of the apostle. The declara- 
tion here is different from that in Col. iii. 14, where love is 
termed “a bond.” See on the place. Eipjvns appears to be 


1 Hinigkeit im Geist diirfen und kénnen wir nicht machen, sondern nur dariiber 
halten.—Rieger, quoted by Stier. 
2 Commentat. in Eph. iv. 1-6. Lipsia, 1836. 
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the genitive of apposition, as Flatt, Meyer, Matthies, Ols- 
hausen, Alford, and Ellicott take it. Winer, § 59, 8; Acts 
viii. 20. “The bond of peace” is that bond which is peace. 
"Ev does not denote that the unity of the Spirit springs from 
“the bond of peace,” as if unity were the product of peace, or 
simply consisted of peace, but that the unity is preserved and 
manifested in the bond of peace as its element. Winer, 
§48,a. “ Peace” is that tranquillity which ought to reign in 
the church, and by the maintenance of which its essential 
spiritual unity is developed and “ bodied forth.” ‘This unity 
is something far higher than peace ; but it is by the preserva- 
tion of peace as a bond among church members that such 
unity is realized and made perceptible to the world. John xvii. 
The outer becomes the symbol and expression of the inner— 
union is the visible sign of unity. When believers universally 
and mutually recognize the image of Christ in one another, 
and, loving one another instinctively and in spite of minor 
differences, feel themselves composing the one church of 
Christ, then do they endeavour to keep “the unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of peace.” The meaning of the English verb 
“endeavour” has been somewhat attenuated in the course 
of its descent to us. Trench on Authorized Version, p. 17. 
Unity and peace are therefore surely more than mere alliance 
between Jew and Gentile, though the apostle’s previous illus- 
trations of that truth may have suggested this argument. 
(Ver. 4.) “Ev cdpa cat év Tvetpa— One body and one 
Spirit.” ‘The connection is not, as is indicated in the Syriac 
version—Keeping the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 
peace, in order that you may be in one body and one spirit. 
Others construe as if the verse formed part of an exhortation 
—“Be ye, or ye ought to be, one body,” or keeping the 
unity of the Spirit as being one body, &c. But such a supple- 
ment is too great, and the simple explanation of the ellipsis is 
preferable. Conybeare indeed renders— You are one body,” 
but the common and correct supplement is the verb éot. 
Kiihner indeed (§ 760, c.) says that such an asyndeton as 
this frequently happens in classic Greek, when such a particle 
as ydép is understood. Bernhardy, p. 448. But the verse 
abruptly introduces an assertatory illustration of the previous 
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statement, and in the fervent style of the apostle any con- 
necting particle is omitted. “One body there is and one 
Spirit.” And after all that Ellicott and Alford have said, the 
assertatory (rein assertorisch, Meyer) clause logically contains 
an argument—though grammatically the resolution by ydp 
be really superfluous. Ellicott, after Hofmann, gives it as 
“Remember there is one body,” which is an argument surely 
to maintain the unity of the Spirit.” The idea contained in 
o@pa—the body or the church—has been already introduced 
and explained (i. 23, ii. 16), to the explanations of which the 
reader may turn. The church is described in the second 
chapter as one body and one Spirit—év & cdpuari—év 
IIvedpare ; and the apostle here implies that this unity ought 
to be guarded. Rom. xii. 5; 1 Cor. xii. 3; Col. i.24. The 
church or body is one, though its members are of ravtayod rhs 
oixovpévns miorot. (Chrysostom.) There are not two rival 
communities. The body with its many members, and com- 
plex array of organs of very different position, functions, and 
honour, is yet one. The church, no matter where it is situated, 
or in what age of the world it exists—no matter of what race, 
blood, or colour are its members, or how various the tongues 
in which its services are presented—is one, and remains so, 
unaffected by distance or time, or physical, intellectual, and 
social distinctions. And as in the body there is only one spirit, 
one living principle—no double consciousness, no dualism of 
intelligence, motive, and action—so the one Spirit of God 
dwells in the one church, and there are therefore neither rivalr y 
of administration nor conflicting claims. And whatever the 
gifts and graces conferred, whatever variety of aspect they 
may assume, all possess a delicate self-adaptation to times 
and circumstances, for they are all from the “ one’ Spirit,” 
having oneness of origin, design, and result.. (See on ver. 
16.) The apostle now adds an appeal to their own expe- 
rience— 

KaOas cal éxrnOnte ev pod édarlbs THs KArjoews tuav--“ even 
as also ye were called in one hope of your calling.” Kaos 
xat introduces illustrative proof of the statement just made. 
The meaning of this clause depends very much on the sense 
assigned to év. Some, as Meyer, would make it instrumental, 
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and render it “ by;” others, as Grotius, Flatt, Riickert, and 
Valpy, would give it the meaning of eis, and Chrysostom 
that of éw/. Harless adopts the view expressed_by Bengel on 
1 Thess. iv. 7, and thinks that it signifies an element—<¢ndoles 
—of the calling. We preter to regard it as bearing its com- 
mon signification—as pointing to the element in which their 
calling took place—in una spe, as the Vulgate. 1 Cor. viii. 15; 
1 Thess. iv. 7; Winer, § 50, 5. Sometimes the verb is 
simply used, both in the present and aorist (Rom. viii. 30, 
ix. 11; Gal. v. 8), and often with various prepositions. 
While év represents the element in which the calling takes 
effect, év eipjvy, 1 Cor. vii. 153; év ydpers, Gal. i. 65 év doi- 
aop@, 1 Thess. iv. 7: ei represents the proximate end, é7’ 
érevbepia, Gal. v. 13; od, ém) adxabapcia, 1 Thess. iv. 7: es 
depicts another aspect, efs xowawviav, 1 Cor. i. 93 edpyvn— 
eis fp, Col. iii. 15; es 7d Oavpactov adtod dds, 1 Pet. ii. 9— 
and apparently also the ultimate purpose, eis reperroinow Odéns, 
2 Thess. 11. 143 es Bacirelav cal dd£av, 1 Thess. ii. 125 ris 
aiwviov Cwfs eis tv, 1 Tim. vi. 12; eds tiv aldmov adrav 
dd£av, 1 Pet. v.10; other forms being eis rodro, 1 Pet. ii. 21; 
eis TodTo ivd, 1 Pet. iii. 9—while the instrumental cause is 
given by Oia; the inner, 8:4 ydperos, Gal. i. 15; and the 
outer, dua rod evaryyediov, 2 Thess. ii. 14. The follow- 
ing genitive, xAjoews, is that of possession—‘‘ in one hope 
belonging to your calling.’ See under i. 18, on similar 
phraseology. The genitive of originating cause preferred by 
Ellicott is not so appropriate, on account of the preceding 
verb éxAnOnre, the genitive of the correlative noun sug- 
gesting what belongs to the call and characterized it, when 
they received it. The “hope” is “one,” for it has one 
object, and that is glory; one foundation, and that is Christ, 
Their call— dvm «kdjots (Phil. iii. 14), had brought them 
into the possession of this hope. See Nitzsch, System.,§ 210; 
Reuss, Theol. Chret. vol. ii. p. 219. “There is one body and 
one Spirit,” and the Ephesian converts had experience of this 
unity, for the hope which they possessed as their calling was 
- also “ one,” and in connection with— 

(Ver. 5.) Eis Kupsos, wia wiotis, &v Bdrricpa—“ One 
Lord, one faith, one baptism.” Further and conclusive argu- 
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ment. For the meaning of Kupsos in its reference to Christ, 
the reader may turn to i. 2. Had Iveneus attended to the 
common, if not invariable Pauline usage, he would not have 
said that the Father only is to be called Lord—Patrem tantum 
Deum et Dominum. Opera, tom. i. 448, ed.-Stieren, Lipsiz, 
1849-50. There is only one supreme Governor over the 
church. He is the one Head of the one body, and the Giver 
of its one Spirit. This being the case, there can therefore 
be only— | 

“One faith.” Faith does not signify creed, or truth be- 
lieved, but it signifies confidence in the one Lord—faith, the 
subjective oneness of which is created and sustained by the 
unity of its object. Usteri, Paulin. Lehrd. p. 300. The one 
faith may be embodied in an objective profession. There 
being only one faith, there can be only— 

“One baptism.” Baptism is consecration to Christ—one 
dedication to the one Lord. Acts, xix. 5; Rom. vi. 3; Gal. 
ii. 27. ‘One baptism’ is the result and expression of the 
“one faith’? in the “one Lord,” and, at the same time, the 
one mode of initiation by the “one Spirit” into the “one 
body.” Tertullian argues from this expression against the 
repetition of baptism—felix aqua quod semel affluit. De Bap. 
xv. Among the many reasons given for the omission of the 
Lord’s Supper in this catalogue of unity, this perhaps is the 
most conclusive—that the Lord’s Supper is only the demon- 
stration of a recognized unity in the church, whereas faith and 
baptism are the initial and essential elements of it. These 
last are also individually possessed, whereas the Lord’s Sup- 
per is a social observance on the part of those who, in oneness 
of faith and fellowship, honour the “one Lord.” Still farther 
and deeper— 

(Ver. 6.) Eis @eds xat Tarhp rdévtov—“ One God and 
Father of all”—ultimate, highest, and truest unity. Seven 
times does he use the epithet “ One.”’ The church is one 
body, having one Spirit in it, and one Lord over it; then its 
inner relations and outer ordinances are one too; its calling 
has attached to it one hope; its means of union to Him is 
one faith ; its dedication is one baptism: and all this unity is 
but the impress of the great primal unity—one God. His 
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unity stamps an image of itself on that scheme which origin- 
ated in Him, and issues in His glory. Christians serve one 
God, are not distracted by a multiplicity of divinities, and 
need not fear the revenge of one while they are doing homage 
to his rival. Oneness of spirit ought to characterize their 
worship. “One God and Father of all,” that is, all Chris- 
tians, for the reference is not to the wide universe, or to all 
men, as Holzhausen, with Musculus and Matthies, argue— 
but to the church. Jew and Gentile forming the one church 
have one God and Father. (An illustration of the filial rela- 
tionship of believers to God will be found underi. 5.) ‘The 
three following clauses mark a peculiarity of the apostle’s 
style, viz. his manner of indicating different relations of the 
same word by connecting it with various prepositions. Gal. 
1,1; Rom. iii. 22, xi. 836; Col. i. 16; Winer, § 50,6. It is 
altogether a vicious and feeble exegesis on the part of Koppe 
to say that these three clauses are synonymous—sententia 
videtur una, tantum variis formulis synonymis expressa. A 
triple relationship of the one God to the “all” is now pointed 
out, and the first is thus expressed— , 

6 én mdvrwv— who is over all.” These adjectives, 
mdvrev and docu, are clearly to be taken in the masculine 
gender, as the epithet waryp would also suggest. Erasmus, 
Michaelis, Morus, and Baumgarten-Crusius take them in ém? 
mdvrov and da wdvrwy as neuter, while the Vulgate, Zacha- 
riae, and Koppe accept the neuter only in the second phrase. 
‘O émt mdvrwv is rendered by Chrysostom—6 érdvw mdvrwv. 
The great God is high over all, robed in unsurpassable glory. 
There is, and can be, no superior—no co-ordinate sovereignty. 
The universe, no less than the church, lies beneath, and far 
beneath, His throne, and the jurisdiction of that throne, 
“high and lifted up,” is paramount and unchallenged. 

kat dia mévtov— and through all.” The strange inter- 
pretation of Thomas Aquinas has found some supporters. He 
explains the first clause of God the Father, who is over all— 
fontale princtpium divinitatis ; and the clause before us he refers 
to the Son—per quem omnia facta sunt. But this exegesis, 
which is adopted by Estius and Olshausen, reverses the idea 
of the apostle. Itis one thing to say, All things are through 
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God, and quite another to say, God is through all things. 
The latter, and not the former, is the express thought of the 
inspired writer. Jerome also refers the phrase to the Son— 
quia per filium creata sunt omnia ; while Calvin understands - 
_ by it the third Person of the Trinity—-Deus Spiritu sancti- 
fications diffusus per omnia ecclesie membra. Meyer holds a 
similar view. Chrysostom and his patristic followers, along 
with Beza, Zanchius, Crocius, and Gyrotius, refer it to God 
providing for all, and ordering all—rh mpovoia nat Stouxjoes. 
Bengel, Flatt, and Winer understand it as signifying “ through 
all acting.” Winer, § 54. Harless explains it as meaning 
“ works through all, as the head through the members.” It 
is plain that some of these views do not make any real 
distinction between the did of this clause and the év of the 
following. The idea of simple diffusion “through all,” is not 
far from the idea of “in all.” But the notion of providence, if 
taken in a general sense, comes nearer the truth. The thought 
seems to be that of a pervading, and thus a sustaining and 
working presence. Though He is “over all,’ yet He lives 
not in remote splendour and indifference, for He is “ through 
all;’” His influence being everywhere felt in its upholding 
energies. . 
kal év raéow— and in all.” The Elzevir Text adds tpip, 
as Chrysostom does in his commentary. Others have adopted 
#uiv, on the authority of D, E, F, G, K, L, the Syriac and 
Vulgate, Theodoret, Pelagius, and Ambrosiaster—a reading 
admitted by Griesbach, Knapp, Scholz, and Hahn. But the 
higher witness of A, B, O, the Coptic and ZAfthiopic, and 
the text of Ignatius, Eusebius, Cyril, Epiphanius, Gregory, 
Chrysostom, and Jerome, exclude such a pronoun altogether, 
and leave us simply év waécw. Accordingly, Lachmann and 
Tischendorf strike out the word as an evident gloss, The 
pronoun would modify the universality predicated in the two 
preceding clauses. He is “in all,” dwelling in them, filling 
them with the light and love of His gracious presence. The 
idea conveyed by éé is more external and general in its 
nature—acting through or sustaining; while that expressed 
by év is intimate and special union and inhabitation. Very 
different is such a conception from either ancient or modern 
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pantheism ; from that of Zeno or that of Hegel, or the poetical 
mysticism of Pope— 


“ All are but parts of one stupendous whole— 
Whose body nature is, and God the soul.” 


Whether there be any reference to the Trinity in this re- 
markable declaration, it is impossible to affirm with certainty. 
While Theophylact seems to deny it, because heretical notions 
were based upon it, Jerome on the other hand maintains it, 
and it was held by Irenzeus and Hippolytus, the former of 
whom explains the first clause of the Father—caput Christi ; 
the second of the Son—caput eccleste ; and the third of the 
Holy Spirit in us—agua viva. Harless, Olshausen, Stier, 
De Wette, von Gerlach, Ellicott, and Alford are of the same 
opinion. It has been said in proof, that most certainly in the 
third clause—“ in all ’—the reference is to the Holy Ghost, by 
whom God alone dwells in believers; so that in the second 
clause, and in the words “ through all,” there may be an allu- 
sion to Him who is now on the throne of the universe, and 
“by whom all things consist ;’’4 and in the first clause to the 
Eternal Father. In previous portions of the Hpistle triune 
relation has been distinctly brought out; only here the repre- 
sentation is different, for unity is the idea dwelt on, and it is 
the One God and Father Himself who works through all and 
dwells in all. 

All these elements of oneness enumerated in verses 4, 5, 
and 6, are really inducements for Christians to be forward to 
preserve the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. It is 
plainly of the one holy catholic church that the apostle has 
been speaking; not of the visible church, which has in it a 
mixed company, many whom Augustine characterizes as being 
in fellowship cum ecclesia— with the church,” but who are 
not in ecclesia—“in the church.” “All are not Israel 
who are of Israel.” But the real spiritual church of the 


1 The suspicious and fantastic extremes to which the idea of Jehovah's triune 
being and operations may be carried, will be seen in such a work as that of the 
Danish theologian Martensen, Die Christliche Dogmatik, 2 vols. Keil, 1850. Com- 
pare also Marheineke, Christl. Dogm. § 426; Schleiermacher, Christl. Glaube, ii. 
§ 170, 3d ed. Berlin, 1835. 
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Redeemer is one body. All the members of that church par- 
take of the same grace, adhere to the same faith, are washed in 
the same blood, are filled with the same hopes, and shall dwell at 
length in the same blessed inheritance. Heretics and ungodly 
men may find their way into the church, but they remain 
really separated from its “invisible conjunction of charity.” 
There may be variations in “lesser matters of ceremony 
or discipline,” and yet this essential unity is preserved. 
Clement of Alexandria compares the church so consti- 
tuted to the various chords of a musical instrument, “ for in 
the midst of apparent schisms there is substantial unity.” 
Barrow again remarks, that the apostle says—‘ one Lord, 
one faith, one baptism; not one monarch, or one senate or 
sanhedrim.’’ He does not insist on unity “under one 
singular, visible government or polity.” How sad to think 
that the passions of even sanctified men have often produced 
feuds and alienations, and led them to forget the apostolic 
mandate. Christ’s claim for the preservation of unity is upon 
all the churches—a unity of present connection and actual 
enjoyment—not a truce, but an alliance, with one livery and 
cognizance—not a compromise, but a veritable incorporation 
among “all who in every place call upon the name of Jesus 
Christ our Lord, both their Lord and ours.”? “T will give 
them one heart and one way ’’—a promise, the realization of 
which is surely not to be deferred till the whole church as- 
semble in that world where there can be no misunderstanding. 
The great father of the western church tersely says— Contra 
rationem, nemo sobrius ; contra Seripturas nemo Christianus ; 
contra Ecclestam nemo pacificus sensertt. 


1 Mohler, in his Symbolik, § 48, one of the ablest defences of Romanism, con- 
trasts Lutheranism and Catholicism thus—" The latter teaches that there is first 
the visible church, and then comes the invisible, whereas Protestantism affirms 
that out of the invisible comes the visible church, and the first is the ground of the 
last.” Sixth ed., Mainz, 1843. 

2It is one of the many instances in which Rothe sets himself to overthrow 
established modes of thought and expression, when he attacks the phrase, “ visible 
church,” as being deceptive and unphilosophical. His objection, however, com- 
pelled Hagenbach to coin a new phrase to express the popular idea, and with the 
facility of the Teutonic language for compounds, he gives us the untranslatable 
epithets—historisch-empirisch, heraustretende, kirperliche.—Lehrbuch der Dogmen- 
geschichte, § 71. 
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(Ver. 7.) “Ev) 88 éxdor@ judy é560n 4 xapis—* But to each 
of us was given grace.” Unity is not uniformity, for it is 
quite consistent with variety of gifts and offices in the church. 
The dé marks a transitional contrast, as the writer passes on 
to individual varieties. Still along with this unity there is 
variety of gifts. In the addition of évi to éxdor@, the idea of 
distribution is expressed more distinctly than by the simple 
term. Lukeiv. 40; Acts ii. 3, xx. 31. B, D', F, G, L, omit the 
article % before ydpis, but there is no valid reason to reject it ; 
the preceding 1 of é56@) may have led to its omission. 
This ydpes is gift, not merely in connection with personal 
privilege or labour, but, as the sequel shows, gift in connec- 
tion with official rank and function. °"Eéo@y in this verse is 
explained by éwxe in verse 8. While grace has been given 
to every individual, and no one is omitted, that grace differs 
in form, amount, and aspect in every instance of its bestow- 
ment; and as a peculiar sample and illustration of such 
variety:in unity, the apostle appeals to the offices and dig- 
nities in the church. For this grace is described as being 
conferred— 

KATA TO MeTpOV THs SwpEeas TOD Xpicrod —“ according to the 
measure of the gift of Christ.” The first genitive is subject- 
ive, and the second that of possession or of agent. The gift 
is measured; and while each individual receives, he receives 
according to the will of the sovereign Distributor. And 
whether the measure be great or small, whether its contents be 
of more brilliant endowment or of humbler and unnoticed 
talent, all is equally Christ’s gift, and of Christ’s adjustment ; 
all is equally indispensable to the union and edification of that 
body in which there is “no schism,” and forms an argument 
why each one gifted with such grace should keep the unity of 
the Spirit. The law of the church is essential unity in the 
midst of circumstantial variety. Differences of faculty or tem- 
perament, education or susceptibility, are not superseded. Each 
gift in its own place completes the unity. What one devises 
another may plead for, while a third may act out the scheme; 
so that sagacity, eloquence, and enterprise form a “ threefold 
cord, not easily broken.’ It is so in the material creation— 
the little is as essential to symmetry as the great—the star as 
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well as the sun—the rain-drop equally with the ocean, and the 
hyssop no less than the cedar. The pebble has its place as 
fittingly as the mountain, and colossal forms of life are sur- 
rounded by the tiny insect whose term of existence is limited 
to a summer’s twilight. Why should the possession of this 
grace lead to self-inflation? It is simply Christ’s gift to each 
one, and its amount and character as possessed by others 
‘ought surely to create no uneasiness nor jealousy, for it is 
of Christ’s measurement as well as of His bestowment, and 
every form and quantity of it as it descends from the one 
source, is indispensable to the harmony of the church. No 
one is overlooked, and the one Lord will not bestow conflict- 
ing graces, nor mar nor disturb, by the repulsive antipathy of 
His gifts, that unity the preservation of which here and in 
this way is enjoined on all the members of His church. 

(Ver. 8.) Aco Xéyec— Wherefore He saith.” This quotation 
is no parenthesis, as many take it, nor is it any offshoot from 
the main body of thought, but a direct proof of previous asser- 
tion. And it proves. those truths—that the ascended Lord 
confers gifts—various gifts—that men are the recipients, and 
that these facts had been presented to the faith and hope of 
the ancient Jewish church. The apostle, too, must have felt 
that the Jewish portion of the Ephesian church would acknow- 
ledge his quotation as referring to Jesus. If they disputed the 
sense or reference of the quotation, then the proof contained in 
it could not affect them. The citation is taken from the 18th 
verse of the 68th Psalm. It is vain to allege, with Storr and 
Flatt, that the apostle refers to some Christian hymn in use at 
Ephesus—quod ab Ephestis cantitart sciret. Opuscula, iii. 309. . 
The formula Aéyes is not uncommon—a pregnant verb, con- 
taining in itself its own nominative, though 7 ypad¢ often 
occurs, as in Rom. iv. 38, ix. 17, x. 11; Gal. iv. 30; Suren- 
husius, Bibl. Katall.9, There are two points which require 
discussion—first, the difference of reading between the 
apostle’s citation and the original Hebrew and the Septuagint 
version; and, secondly, the meaning and reference of the 
quotation itself. 

The change of person from the second to the third needs 
scarcely be noticed. The principal difference is in the last 
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clause. The Hebrew reads—ow: nis mph ay ma pied ny, 
and the Septuagint has in the last clause—éraBes Sopara év 
avOpare, or-—avOpeérrous ; but the apostle’s quotation reads— 
kat e&wxev Suara trois avOperrous— and He gave gifts to 
men.” Various attempts have been made to explain this 
remarkable variation, none of them perhaps beyond all doubt. 
It may be generally said that the inspired apostle gives the quo~ 
tation in substance, and as it bore upon his argument. Whiston 
maintained, indeed, that Paul’s reading was correct, and that 
the Hebrew and Seventy had both been corrupted. Carpzovius, 
Orit. Sacr. p. 3. On the other hand, Jarchi, one of the 
Targums, the Syriac, and Arabic, have—“ Thou hast given 
gifts to the sons of men.” Jerome, followed by Erasmus, 
relieves himself of the difficulty by alleging that, as the work 
of Christ was not over in the Psalmist’s time, these gifts were 
only promised as future, and He may be said to have taken 
them or received them. But the giving and taking were alike 
future on the part of the Messiah in the age of David. More 
- acute than this figment of his Eastern contemporary is the 
remark of Augustine, that the Psalmist uses the word 
“received,” inasmuch as Christ in his members receives the 
gifts, whereas Paul employs the term “ gave,” because He, 
along with the Father, divides the gifts. The idea is too 
subtle to be the right one. Some, again, identify the two 
verbs, and declare them to have the same significance. Such 
is the view of Ambyrosiaster, Beza, Zanchius, Piscator, Ham- 
mond, Bengel, and a host of others. “The one word,” says 
Chrysostom, “is the same as the other.” His Greek followers 
held generally the same view. Theodore of Mopsuestia simply 
says, “ that to suit the connection the apostle has altered the 
terms,” and the opinion of Harless is much the same. Theo- 
doret says—AauBSdvoev yap tiv wictw avrididwo. thy yap, 
a mere Spielerei as Harless terms it. We agree with Meyer, 
that the Hebrew word nj has often a proleptic signification. 
“The giving,” says Hengstenberg, “ presupposes the taking ; 
the taking is succeeded by the giving as its consequence.” 
The verb seems often to have the peculiar meaning of danda 
sumere—Gen. xv. 9—“ Take for me,” that is, take’and give 
to me; xviii, 5—‘ And I will take you a morsel of bread,” 
U : 
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ie. take and give it you; xxvii, 13—“ Go, take them,” ie. 
take them and give me them; xlii. 16—“ Let him take your 
brother,” i.e. let him take and bring him; Ex. xxvii. 20— 
“That they take thee pure oil,” i.e. take and present it to 
thee; so Lev. xxiv. 2; 1 Kings xvii. 10—“Take me a little 
water,” i.e. take and offer it me; 2 Kings ii. 20; Hos, xiv. 2; 
and: so in other places; Glassius, Philol. Sacra, p. 185; Bux- 
torf, Catalecta Philol.-Theol. p. 389. This interpretation is, 
therefore, not so capricious as De Wette affirms. Such is the 
idiomatic usage of the verb, and the apostle, as it especially 
suited his purpose, seizes on the latter portion of the sense, and 
renders—-édwxe. ‘The phraseology of Acts ii. 83 is corrobora- 
tive of our view—“ Being exalted to the right hand of God, 
and having received—AaSov—firom the Father the promise of 
the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this ’’—bestowed upon the 
church such gifts of the Spirit. It is of the gifts of the Spirit, 
especially in the administration of the church, that the apostle 
speaks in this paragraph; and Peter, in the style of the 
Psalmist, describes Messiah as receiving them ere He distri- 
butes them. The Mediator wins them by His blood, receives 
them from the Father who has appointed and accepted the 
sacrifice, and holds them for the very purpose of conferring 
them on His church. The Psalmist looks on the gifts in 
Christ’s possession as taken and held by Him for men; but the 
time of bestowment had fully come, what was so held had 
now been communicated, and so the apostle from his own point 
of view says—“ He gave gifts to man.” Still, in the original 
psalm the taking appears to be taking by force of spoil from 
the conquered foes. But the martial figure of the Hebrew 
psalmist is not to be strained. 

Our attention must now be turned to the general meaning 
of the quotation. The 68th Psalm is evidently a hymn of 
victory. The inspired bard praises God for deliverance 
vouchsafed—deliverance resulting from battle and triumph. 
This is also the view of Delitzsch in his Commentar iiber der 
Psalter, published last year (1859). The image of a proces- 
sion also appears in some parts of the ode. Very many expo- 
sitors, among them Stier and Hofmann, have adopted the view - 
that it was composed on occasion of the removal of the ark to 
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Mount Zion, and the view of Alford is the same in substance. 
But the frequent introduction of martial imagery forbids such 
a hypothesis. What the campaign was at the issue of which 
this pean was composed, we cannot ascertain. Hitzig refers 
it to the campaign of Joram and Jehoshaphat against the 
Moabites (2 Kings iii.), and von Lengerke refers it to some 
period of Pharaoh Necho’s reign. Hengstenberg thinks the 
occasion was the termination of the Ammonitic wars, and the 
capture of Rabbah. 2 Sam. xii. 26. One of his arguments 
is at best only a probability. He says, there is reference 
to the ark twice in Psalm Ixviii. in verses 1 and 24, and 
that the ark was with the army during the warfare with - 
Ammon. But the words in verses 1 and 24 of the psalm 
do not necessarily contain a reference to the ark, and the 
language of Joab to David, in 2 Sam. xi. 11, does not affirm 
the presence of the ark in the Israelitish camp, but may be 
explained by the words of 2 Sam. vii. 2. That the psalm 
is one of David’s times and composition may be proved, 
against Ewald, De Wette, and Hupfeld, from its style and 
diction. The last writer, in his recent commentary (Die 
Psalmen ; Dritter Band, Gotha, 1860), refers it to the return 
from Babylon, and. supposes: that it is perhaps the composition 
of the so-called pseudo-Isaiah, that is, the author of the latter 
half of Isaiah’s prophecies. Reuss, in a treatise full of “ per- 
siflage,” as Hupfeld says, and which Delitzsch truly calls a 
“ pasquill "—a ‘ Harlekinannzug ”’—brings the psalm down 
to the period between Alexander the Great and the Macca- 
bees. One of the Targums refers the passage to Moses and 
the giving of the law. Its pervading idea—probably without 
reference to any special campaign, but combining what had 
happened many times when the Lord had shown Himself 


1 The following note is translated from the Rabbinical Commentary of Mendels- 
sohn :—‘' As he mentions (v. 8, 18) the consecration of Sinai, he adds the act by 
which it was inaugurated, and says, ‘Thou hast ascended and sat on high, after 
giving thy law, and there thou hast led captives, viz., the hearts of the men who 
said, We shall act and be obedient; Thou hast taken gifts from amongst men; 
thou hast taken and chosen some of them as a present, viz., thy people, whom thou 

_ purchased with thy mighty hand, who are given to thee and are obedient. Though 
they are at times disobedient, still hast thou taken them to dwell amougst them, to 


forgive their sins.’” 
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“ mighty in battle’—is, that He, as of old, had come down 
for His people’s deliverance, and had achieved it; had van- 
quished their foes, and given them a signal victory, and that, 
the combat being over, and captivity led captive, He had 
left the camp and gone up again to heaven. This portion of 
the psalm seems to have been chanted as the procession wound 
its way up Mount Zion to surround the symbols of the Divine 
majesty. 

“Thou hast ascended on high.” The word orm—“ on 
high—’ in such a connection refers to heaven, in contrast with 
earth, where the victory had been won. Ps. xviii. 16; Isaiah 
xxiv. 18, xl. 26; Jeremiah xxv. 30. 

“ Thou hast led captivity captive "—7}yuarereveas aiypa- 
Awoiav. ‘The meaning of this idiom seems simply to be— 
thou hast mustered or reviewed thy captives. Judges v. 12; 
Gesenius, swb voce. The allusion is to a triumphal procession 
in which marched the persons taken in war. 

“Thou hast received gifts for men.”” There is no need 
with De Wette and others to translate a an, and to regard this 
as the meaning— thou hast received gifts ins men,” that 
is, men constituted the gifts, the vanquished vassals or prose- 
lytes formed the acquisition of the conqueror. Commentar tiber 
die Psalmen, p. 412; Boettcher, Proben, &c. § 62 ; Schuurrer, 
Dissertat. p. 803. The preposition x often signifies “ for”’ 

“on account of.” Gen. xviii. 28, xxix. 18; 2 Kings xiv. 6: 
Jonah i. 14; Lam. ii, 11; Ezek, iv. 17, &e. ; » Noldius, 7 
Concord. Part. Heb. p. 158. Hafnie, 1679. “ Thou hast 
received gifts on account of men” to benefit and bless them ; 
or the preposition may signify “among,” as in 2 Sam. xxiii. 
3; Prov. xxii, 28; Jer. xlix. 15; Ewald, Gram. der Heb. 
Sprache, § 521, and Delitzsch. These gifts are the results of. 
His victory, and they are conferred by Him after He has gone 
up from the battle-field. To obtain such a sense, however, it 
is out of the quéstion, on the part of Bloomfield, to disturb the . 
Septuagint reading and change the éy into éi. But how can 
év avOpemm denote “after the fashion of a man,” and how. 
can o33 in this connection mean, as Adam Clarke and Words- 
worth conjecture, ‘in man "that j is by virtue of His incar- 
nation as the head of redeemed humanity ? 
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In what sense, then, are those words applicable to the 
ascended Redeemer? They are not introduced simply as an 
illustration, for the apostle reasons from them in the following 
verses. This bare idea of accommodation, vindicated by such 
exegets as Morus and even by Doddridge, can therefore have 
no place here. Nor can we agree with Calvin, that Paul has 
somewhat twisted the words from their original meaning— 
“nonnthil a genuino sensu hoc testimonium detorsit Paulus’? — 
an opinion which wins suspicious praise from Riickert. The 
argument of the next verse would in that case be without 
solid foundation. Nor does Olshausen in our apprehension 
fix upon the prominent point of illustration. That point is in 

-his view not the proof that Christ dispenses gifts, but that 
men receive them, so that Gentiles, as partakers of humanity, 
have equal right to them with Jews. While the statement in 
the latter part is true, 1t seems to be only a subordinate infer- 
ence, not the main matter of argument. That men had the 
gifts was a palpable fact; but the questions were—-Who gave 
them? and does their diversity interfere with the oneness of 

‘the church? Besides, it is the term dva@ds on which the 
‘apostle comments. Nor can we bring ourselves to the notion 

-of a typical allusion, or “emblem” as Barnes terms it, as if 
‘the ark carried up to Zion was typical of Christ’s ascent to 
heaven ; for we cannot convince ourselves that the ark is, so 
formally at least, referred to in the psalm at all. Nor will it 

‘do mérely to say with Harless, that the psalm is applicable to 
Christ, because one and the same God is the revealer both of 
the Old and New Testaments. Still wider from the tenor of 
the apostle’s argument is one portion of the notion of Locke, 
that Paul’s object is to prove to unconverted Jews out of 
their own scriptures that Jesus must die and be buried. Our 
position is, that the same God is revealed as Redeemer both 
under the Old and New Testament, that the Jehovah of the 
one is the Jesus of the other, that Psalm lxviii. is filled with 
imagery which was naturally based on incidents in Jewish 
history, and that the inspired poet, while describing the 
interposition of Jehovah, has used language which was fully 
realized only in the victory and exaltation of Christ. Not 
that there is a double sense, but the Jehovah of the theocracy 
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was He who, in the fulness of the time, assumed humanity, 
and what He did among His people prior to the Incarnation 
was anticipative of nobler achievements in the nature of man. 
John xii. 41; Rom. xiv. 10, 11; 1 Cor. x. 4; Heb. i. 10. 
The Psalmist felt this, and under the influence of such emo- 
tions, rapt into future times, and beholding salvation com- 
pleted, enemies defeated, and gifts conferred, thus addressed 
the laurelled Conqueror—“ Thou hast ascended on high.” 
Such a quotation was therefore to the apostle’s purpose. ‘There 
are gifts in the church—not one donation but many—gifts the 
result of warfare and victory—gifts the number and variety 
of which are not inconsistent with unity. Such blessings are 
no novelty; they are in accordance with the earnest expecta~ 
tions of ancient ages; for it was predicted that Jesus should 
ascend on high, lead captivity captive, and give gifts to men. 
But those gifts, whatever their character and extent, are 
bestowed according to Christ’s measurement; for it was He 
who then and now ennobles men with these spiritual endow- 
ments. Nor has there been any change of administration. 
Gifts and graces have descended from the same Lord. Under 
the old theocracy, which had a civil organization, these gifts . 
might be sometimes temporal in their nature; still, no matter 
what was their character, they came from the one Divine 
Dispenser, who is still the Supreme and Sovereign Benefactor. 
The apostle says— ; 

avaBas eis trros yypadorevcey aiyparwoiav— having 
ascended on high He led captivity captive.’’ The reference 
in the aorist participle is to our Lord’s ascension, an act pre- 
ceding that of the finite verb. Winer, § 45,6; Kriiger, § 56, 
10; Actsi.9. The meaning of the Hebrew phrase corre- 
sponding to the last two words has been already given. Such 
a use of a verb with its cognate substantive is, as we have 
seen again and again, a common. occurrence. Lobeck, Parali- 
pomena, Dissert. viii., De figura etymologica, p. 499, has given 
many examples from the classics. The verb,’as well as the 
kindred form atyuarwrifo, belongs to the later Greek—ewtrema 
Greecie senectus novum palmitem promisit. Lobeck ad Phry- 
nichus, p. 442. ‘The noun seems to be used as the abstract 
for the concrete. Kiihner i. § 406; Jelf, § 353; Diodorus 
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Siculus, xvii. 76; Num. xxxi. 12; Judges v. 12; 2 Chron. 
xxviii. 11-13; Amosi.6; 1 Maccab. ix. 70,72, xiv.7. The 
prisoners plainly belong to the enemy whom He had defeated, 
‘and by whom His people had long been subjugated. This is 
the natural order of ideas—having beaten His foes, He makes 
captives of them. The earlier fathers viewed the captives as 
persons who had been enslaved by Satan—as Satan’s priso- 
ners, whom Jesus restored to liberty. Such is the view of 
Justin Martyr} of Theodoret and Gicumenius in the Greek 
church, of Jerome and Pelagius in the Latin church, of 
Thomas Aquinas in medizval times, of Erasmus, and in 
later days, of Meier, Harless, and Olshausen. But such an 
idea.is not in harmony with the imagery employed, nor can it 
be defended by any philological instances or analogies, On 
the contrary, Christ’s subjugation of his enemies has a pecu- 
liar prominence in the Messianic oracles; Ps. cx. 1; Isa. ii. 
12; 1 Cor. xv. 25; Col. ii. 15; and in many other places. 

What, then, are the enemies of Messiah? Not simply as in 
the miserable rationalism of Grotius, the vices and idolatries 
of heathendom, nor yet as in the equally shallow opinion of 
Flatt, the hinderances to the spread and propagation of the 
gospel. Quite peculiar is.the strange notion of Pierce, that 
the “ captives”’ were the good angels, who, prior to Christ’s 
advent, had been local presidents in every part of the world, 
but who were now deprived of this delegated power at Christ’s 
resurrection, and led in triumph by Him as He ascended 
to glory. Notes on Colossians, appendix. The enemies of 
‘Messiah are Satan and his allies—every hostile power which 
Satan originates, controls, and directs against Jesus and His 
kingdom. The captives, therefore, are not merely Satan, as 
Vorstius and Bodius imagine; nor simply death, as is the 
view of Anselm ; nor the devil and sin, as is the opinion of 
Beza, Bullinger, and Vatablus; but as Chrysostom, Calvin, 
Calixtus, Theophylact, Bengel, Meyer, and Stier show, they 
include Satan, sin, and death. “ He took the tyrant captive, 
the devil I mean, and death, and the curse, and sin’’—such 
is the language of Chrysostom. ‘The psalm was fulfilled, says 


1 Dial. cum Tryph. p. 129. Ed. Otto, Jenw, 1843, The genuineness of this 
Dialogue has, however, been disputed. 


296 EPHESIANS LV. 8. 


Calvin—quum Christus, devicto peccato, subacta morte, Satand 
profiigato, in celum magnifice sublatus est. Christ’s work on 
earth was a combat—a terrible struggle with the hosts of 
darkness whose fiercest onsets were in the garden and on the’ 
cross—when hell and death combined against Him those 
efforts which repeated failures had roused into desperation. 
And in dying He conquered, and at length ascended in vic- 
tory, no enemy daring to dispute His right or challenge His 
march; nay, He exhibited His foes in open triumph. He 
‘bruised the head of the Serpent, though His own heel was 
bruised in the conflict. As the conqueror returning to his 
capital makes a show of his beaten foes, so Jesus having gone 
up to glory exposed His vanquished antagonists whom He 
had defeated in His agony and death. 

Exat] &eaxev Souara Tots avOpoHrous—“ and He” (that is, the 
exalted Saviour) “ gave gifts to men.” Acts ii. 33. There is 
no xaé in the Septuagint, and it is omitted by A, C*, D', H, 
F, G, the Vulgate, and other authorities; while it is found in 
B, Ci (C*), D’, 1, K, L, and a host of others. Lachmann 
omits it; Tischendorf omitted it in his second edition, but 
inserts it in his seventh; Alford inserts and Ellicott rejects it. 
The Septuagint has év dvOpém@, which Peile would harshly 
render—“‘ after the fashion of a man.”’! In their exegesis 
upon their translation of the Hebrew text, Harless, Olshausen, 
and von Gerlach understand these gifts to be men set apart 
to God as sacred offerings. “Thou hast taken to thyself 
gifts among men—that is, thou hast chosen to thyself the 
redeemed for sacrifices,” so says Olshausen with especial refer- 
ence to the Gentiles. According to Harless, the apostle 
alters the form of the clause from the original to bring out the 
idea—“ that the captives are the redeemed, who by the 
grace of God are made what they are.” But men are the 
receivers of the gift-—not the gift itself. Comment. in Vet. 
Test. vol, tii. p. 178. Lipsie, 1838; Ueberset. und Ausleg. der 
Psalmen, p.305. _Hofmann understands it thus—that the con- 
quered won by Him get gifts from Him to make them capable 
of service, and so to do Him honour. Schriftd. ii. part 1, 


1 Bloomfield has well remarked, that Peile’s ingenious reading of this clause in 
the Septuagint virtually amounts to a re-writing of it, 
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p. 488, See also his Weissagung und Hrfullung, i. 168, ii. 199. 
Stier says rightly, that these dduara are the gifts of the 
Holy Spirit—die Geistes-gaben Christi. These gifts are 
plainly defined by the context, and by the following «at 
avros éaxev. Whatever they are—a “free Spirit,” a perfect 
galvation, and a completed Bible—it is plain that the office 
of the Christian ministry is here prominent among them. 
The apostle has now proved that Jesus dispenses gifts, and 
has made good his assertion that grace is conferred “according 
to the measure of the gift of Christ.” 

(Ver. 9.) Té, dé, avéBn, té éorw—“ Now that he ascended, 
what is it?” Now this predicate, dvé8n, what does it mean or 
imply? The particle 6é introduces a transitional explanation 
or inference. The apostle does not repeat the participle, but. 
takes the idea as expressed by the verb and as placed in con- 
‘trast with xaré@n— 

et pn Ore Kal KatéBn cis Ta KaTrdrepa [épy] THs yAsi—. 

“unless that He also descended to the lower parts of the 
-earth.” The word mp@rov found in the Textus Receptus 
before e’s has no great authority, but Reiche vindicates it 
(Com: Crit. p. 178); and wépn is not found in D, E, F, G. 
‘Tischendorf rejects it, but Scholz, Lachmann, Tittmann, 
Hahn, and Reiche retain it, as it has A, B, C, D’, K, L, and 
the Vulgate in its favour. The Divinity and heavenly abode 
of Christ are clearly presupposed. His ascension implies a 
previous descent. He could never be said to go up unless He 
had. formerly come down. If He go up after the victory, we 
infer that He had already come down to win it. But how 
does this bear upon the apostle’s argument? We can scarcely 
agree with Chrysostom, Olshausen, Hofmann, and Stier, 
that the condescension of Christ is here proposed as an 
example of those virtues inculcated in the first verse, though 
such a lesson may be inferred. Nor can we take it as being 
the apostle’s formal proof, that the psalm is a Messianic one 
—as if the argument were, descent and ascent cannot be 
predicated of God the Omnipresent; therefore the sacred ode 
can refer only to Christ who came down to earth and again 
ascended to glory. But the ascension described implies such 
a descent, warfare, and victory, as belong only to the incarnate 
Redeemer. , 
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els TA KaTwTEpa THs yh}s—to the lower parts of the earth.” 
Compare in Septuagint such places as Deut. xxxii. 22; Neh. 
iv. 138; Ps. lxiii..9, 10, lxxxvi. 18, exxxix. 15; Lament. 
iii. 55., and the prayer of Manasseh in the Apocrypha. The 
phrase represents the Hebrew formula—y xn nvm, the super- 
lative being commonly employed—xarératos. The rabbins 
called the earth sometimes generally mning. Bartolocci, Bid. 
Rab. i. p. 820. 

1. Some suppose the reference to be to the conception of 
Jesus, basing their opinion on Ps. cxxxix. 15, where the 
psalmist describes his substance as not hid from God, when 
he was “made in secret,” and “curiously wrought in the 
lower parts of the earth.’ Such is the opinion of scholars 
no less distinguished than Colomesius, Odservat. Sacre, p. 36, 
‘Cameron, Myrothecium Evang. p. 251, Witsius, Piscator, and 
Calixtus. But the mere poetical figure in the psalm denoting 
_-secret and undiscoverable operation, can 1 scarcely be placed in 
‘contrast to the highest heaven. 

2. Chrysostom, with Theophylact and C&cumenius, Bul- 
linger, Phavorinus, and Macknight, refer it to the death 
of Christ; while Vorstius, Baumgarten, Drusius, Cocceius, 
Whitby, Wilke, and Crellius, see a special reference to the 
_ grave. But there is no proof that the words can bear such 
a meaning. Certainly the descent described in the psalm 
quoted from did notsinvolve such humiliation. 

3. Many refer the phrase to our Lord’s so-called descent 
‘into: hell—descensus ad inferos. Such was the view of Ter- 
tullian, Ireneus, Jerome, Pelagius, and Ambrosiaster among 
‘the Fathers; of Erasmus, Estius, and the majority of Popish 
expositors; of Calovius, Bengel, Riickert, Bretschneider, 
Olshausen, Stier, Turner, Meyer in his third edition, Alford, 
and Ellicott. See also Lechler, das Apost. Zeit. p. 84, 2nd 
ed. 1857; Acta Thome, xvi. p. 199; ed. Tischendorf, 
1851. Thus Tertullian says, that Jesus did not ascend in 
sublimiora calorum, until He went down én inferiora terra- 
rum, ut illic patriarchas et prophetas compotes Sut faceret. 
De Anima, 55; Opera, vol. ii., p. 642, ed. Gihler. Catholic 
writers propose a special errand to our Lord in His descent 
into hell, viz., to liberate the old dead from torment—or a 
peculiar custody in the limbus patrum, or Abraham’s bosom. 
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Catechismus Roman. § 104. ‘These doctrines are, however, 
superinduced upon this passage, and in many parts are con- 
trary to Scripture. Pearson on the Creed, .p. 292, ed. 1847. 
Stier admits that Christ could suffer no agony in Hades. 
Olshausen’s tamer.idea is, that Jesus went down to Sheol, 
not to liberate souls confined in it, but that this descent is 
the natural consequence of His death. The author shrinks 
from the results of his theory, and at length attenuates his 
opinion to this— That in His descent Jesus partook of the 
misery of those fettered by sin even unto death, that is, 
even unto the depths of Hades.” Such is also the view 
‘of Robinson (sub voce). But the language of the apostle, 
taken by itself, will not warrant those hypotheses. For, 
1. Whatever the view taken of the “descent into hell,” or 
of the language in 1 Peter iii. 19, the natural interpretation 
of which seems to imply it, it may be said, that though the 
‘superlative xat@ratros may be the epithet of Sheol in the Old 
Testament, why should the comparative in the New Testament 
‘be thought to have the same reference? Is it in accordance 
‘with Scripture to call Hades, in this special sense, a lower 
‘portion of the earth, and is the expression analogous to Phil. 
ii. 10; Matt. xii, 40.2? 2. The ascension of Jesus, moreover, 
‘as has been remarked, is always represented as being not 
from Hades but from the earth. John ili. 13, xvi. 28, &e. 3. 
‘Nor is there any force in Ellicott’s remark, that the use of 
the specific term ays “ would have marred the antithesis,” 
for we find the same antithesis virtually in Isaiah xiv. 13, 15, 
and expressly in Matt. xi. 23, while dzrepdvw and xaTérepa 
‘are in sharp contrast on our hypothesis. But heaven and 
earth are the usual contrast. John viii. 23; Acts ii. 19. And 
the phrase, “that He might fill all things,” depends not on 
the descent, but on the ascension and its character. 4. Those 
who suppose the captives to be human spirits emancipated 
from thraldom by Jesus, may hold the view that Christ went 


1 In Pott’s Eacursus, in connection with his interpretation of 1 Pet. iii. 18, 19, will 
be found a good account of the various opinions on the “ descent into hell,” as also 
in Dittelmeier, Historia Dogmatis de Descensu C., &c., Altorf, 1761. But a more 
complete treatise on the same dogma in its various aspects is the more recent one of 
Giider—Die Lehre von der Erscheinung Jesu Christi unter den Todten, &e., 1858, 
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to hell to free them, but we have seen that the captives are 
enemies made prisoners on the field of battle. 5. Nor can it be 
alleged, that if Satan and his fiends are the captives, Jesus 
went down to his dark domain and conquered him; for the 
great struggle was upon the cross, and on it “ through death 
He destroyed him that had the power of death, that is, the 
devil.” When He cried, “It is finished,” the combat was 
over. EHecommended His spirit into the hands of His Father, 
and promised that the thief should be with Himself in para- 
dise—certainly not the scene of contention and turmoil. But 
if we adopt Hebrew imagery, and consider the region of 
death as a vast ideal underworld, into which Jesus like every 
dead man descends, there would then be less objection to the 
hypothesis under review. 6. If we suppose the apostle to 
have had any reference to the Septuagint in his mind, then, 
had he desired to express the idea of Christ’s descent into 
Hades, there were two phrases, any of which he might have 
imitated—é& adov xatwrdrov (Ps. lxxxvi. 13); or more 
pointed still, éws adouv xatwrdrov. Deut. xxxii. 22. See Trom. 
Concord. Why not use dys, when it had been so markedly. 
employed before, had he wished to give it prominence? Un- 
mistakable phraseology was provided for him, and sanctioned 
by previous usage. But the apostle employs yf with the com- 
parative, and it is therefore to be questioned whether he had 
the Alexandrian version in his mind at all, And if he had, it 
is hard to think how he could attach the meaning of Hades to 
the words év tots xatwtdtw ths ys; for in the one place 
where they occur (Ps. cxxxix. 15), they describe the scene of 
the formation of the human embryo, and in the only other 
place where they are used (Ps. lxiii. 9), they mark out the 
disastrous fate of David’s enemies—a fate delineated in the 
following verse as death by the sword, while the unburied 
corpses were exposed to the ravages of the jackal. Delitzsch 
in loc. Nor is there even sure ground for supposing that in 
such places as Isa, xliv. 23; Hizek. xxvi. 20; xxxii. 18-24, the 
similar Hebrew phrase which occurs, but which is not rendered 
dons in the Septuagint, means Sheol or Hades, In Isa. xliv. 
23, it is as here, earth in contrast with heaven, and perhaps 
the foundations of the globe are meant, as Ewald, the Chaldee, 
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and the Septuagint understand the formula. In Ezek. xxvi. 
20 “the low parts of the earth ” are “ places desolate of old ;’’ 
and in Ezek. xxxii. 18-24 the “nether parts of the earth” are 
associated with the “ pit,” and “ graves set in the sides of the 
pit”—scenes of desolation and massacre. The phrase may 
be a poetical figure for a dark and awful destiny. It is very 
doubtful whether Manasseh in the prayer referred to deprecates 
punishment, in the other world, for he was in a dungeon and 
afraid of execution, and, according to theocratic principles, 
might hope to gain life and liberty by his penitence; for, should 
such deliverance be vouchsafed, he adds, “I will praise thee 
for ever, all the days of my life.” It is to be borne in mind, 
too, that in all these places of the Old Testament, the phrase- 
ology occurs in poetical compositions, and as a portion of 
Oriental imagery. But in the verse before us, the words are 
a simple statement of facts in connection with an argument, 
which shows that Jesus must have come down to earth before 
it could be said of Him that He had gone up to heaven. 

4, So that we agree with the majority of expositors who 
understand the words as simply denoting the earth. Such is 
the view of Thomas Aquinas, Beza,! Aretius, Bodius, Rollock, 
Calvin, Cajetan, Piscator, Crocius, Grotius, Marloratus, Schoett- 
gen, Michaelis, Bengel, Loesner, Vitringa, Cramer, Storr, Holz- 
hausen, Meier, Matthies, Harless, Wahl, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Scholz, De Wette, Raebiger, Bisping, Hofmann, Chandler, 
Hodge, and Winer, § 59, 8 a. A word in apposition is some- 
times placed in the genitive, as 2 Cor. v. 5, tov appaBava rod 
mvevpatos—the earnest of the Spirit—the Spirit which is the 
eamest; Rom. viii. 23, iv. 11, onpelov wepsroujs—the sign of 
circumcision, that is, the sign, to wit, circumcision. Acts. iv. 22; 
1 Pet. iii. 7; Col. iii. 24; Rom. viii. 21, &. &e. The same 
mode of expression occurs in Hebrew—Stuart’s Heb. Gram. 
§ 422; Nordheimer’s do. § 815. So too we have in Latin— 
Urbs Romae—the city of Rome; fluvius Euphratis—or as we 
_ say in English, “the Frith of Clyde,” or.“ Frith of Forth.” | 
Thus in the phrase before us “the lower parts of the earth” 

1 Beza refers his reader with a query to the first opinion we have noted. Nor are 


we sure whether by “‘terra” he does not mean the grave, when be defines it as— 
pars mundi infima. 
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mean those lower parts which the earth forms or presents in 
contrast with heaven, as we often say—heaven above and earth 
beneath. The tyros of the former verse plainly suggested the 
xare@repa in this verse, and twepdvw stands algo in corre- 
spondence with it. So the world is called 4 yA caro. Acts 
ii. 19. When our Lord speaks Himself of His descent and 
ascension, heaven and earth are uniformly the termini of 
comparison. Thus in John iii. 18, and no less than seven 
times in the sixth chapter of the same gospel. Comparantur, 
says Calvin, non una pars terre cum altera, sed tota terra cum 
colo. Reiche takes the genitive, as signifying terra tanquam 
universt pars inferior. Christ’s ascension to heaven plainly 
implies a previous descent to this nether world. And it is” 
truly a nether or lower world when compared with high 
heaven. May not the use of the comparative indicate that 
the descent of Christ was not simply to 4 yf xara, but els ra 
katoétepa ? Not that with Zanchius, Bochart (Opera 1.985, 
ed. Villemandy, 1692), Fesselius (Apud Wolf., in loc.), Kiitt- 
ner, Barnes, and others, we regard the phrase as signifying, in 
general, lowliness or humiliation—status exinanitionis. Theo-- 
logically, the use of the comparative is suggestive. He was 
born into the world, and that in a low condition; born not 
under fretted roofs and amidst marble halls, but He drew His 
first breath in a stable, and enjoyed His first sleep in a 
_ manger. As a man, He earned His bread by the sweat of 
His brow, at a manual occupation with hammer and hatchet, 
“ »oing forth to His work and to His labour until the evening.” 
The creatures He had formed had their house and haunt after 
their kind, but the Heir of all things had no-domicile by legal 
right; for “the foxes have holes, and the birds of the air 
have nests, but the Son of man hath not where to lay His 
head.” Reproach, and scorn, and contumely followed Him as 
a dark shadow. Persecution at length apprehended Him, 
accused Him, calumniated Him, scourged Him, mocked Him, 
and doomed the “man of sorrows” to an ignominious torture | 
and a felon’s death. His funeral was extemporized and hasty; 
nay, the grave He lay in was a borrowed one. He came truly 
“+o the lower parts of the earth.” 

(Ver. 10.) ‘O xataBas, adros éotw Kal 6 dvaBds brepdve 
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mdvrov tov ovpavov—“ He that descended, He it is also who 
ascended high above all the heavens.” ‘O xcaraPas is emphatic, 
and adrés is He and none other. Winer, § 22,4, note. Ov 
yap &dros Katehjrv0e, says Theodoret, cab ddros avedrHrvGev. 
The identity of [is person is not to be disputed. Change of 
position has not transmuted His humanity. It may be refined 
and clothed in Iustre, but the manhood is unaltered. That 
Jesus— 
“ Who laid his great dominion by, 
On a poor virgin’s breast to lic ;” 

who, to escape assassination, was snatched in his infancy into 
Egypt—who passed through childhood into maturity, growing 
in wisdom and stature—who spoke those tender and impres- 
sive parables, for he had “ compassion on the ignorant, and 
on them that were out of the way ”—who fed the hungry, 
relieved the afflicted, calmed the demoniac, touched. the leper, 
raised the dead, and wept by the sepulchre, for to Him no 
form of human misery ever appealed in vain—He who in 
hunger hasted to gather from a fig-tree—who lay weary and 
wayworn on the well of Jacob—who, with burning lips, upon 
the cross exclaimed, “I thirst””.—He whose filial affection in 
the hour of death commended His widowed mother to the 
care of His beloved disciple—Hz it is who has gone up. No 
wonder that a heart which proved itself to be so rich with 
every tender, noble, and sympathetic impulse, should rejoice 
in expending its spiritual treasures, and giving gifts to men. 
Nay, more, He who provided spiritual gifts in His death, is 
He who bestows them in His ascension on each one, and all 
of them are essential to the unity of His church. But as His 
descent was to a point so deep, His ascent is to a point as 
high, for He rose— 

birepdva Tdvrov Tov ov’pavav— above all the heavens.” 
John iii. 13; Heb. vii. 26. See under i. 21. Od odpavoi are 
those regions above us through which Jesus passed to the 
heaven of heavens—to the right hand of God. The apostle 
himself speaks of the third heaven. 2 Cor. xii. 2. It is needless 
to argue whether the apostle refers to the third heaven, as 
Hazless supposes, or to the seventh heaven, as Wetstein and 
Meyer argue. There was an dijp, an ai%p, and tpitos obpavds 
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(Schoettgen, 773; Wetstein under 2 Cor. xii. 2): but the 
apostle seems to employ the general language of the Old 
Testament, as in Deut. x. 14; 1 Kings viii. 27, where we have 
“the heaven, and the heaven of heavens;” or Ps. Ixviii. 33, 
exlviii. 4, in which the phrase occurs—“ heavens of heavens.” 
We find the apostle in Heb. iv. 14, saying of Jesus—dvern- 
AvbdTa To's odpavods—that He has “ passéd through the 
heavens,” not “into the heavens,’”’ as our version renders it. 
Whatever regions are termed heavens, Jesus is exalted far 
above them, yea, to the heaven of heavens. The loftiest 
exaltation is predicated of Him. As His humiliation was so 
low, His exaltation is proportionately high. Theophylact says 
—He descended into the lowest parts—pel? & ovx éotw Erepov 
vt, and He ascended above all—treép & & ox éorw érepa. His 
position is the highest in the universe, being “far above all 
heavens ’’—all things are under His feet. See under i. 20, 
21,22. And He is there— 

- wa wAnpoon Ta mavta— that He might fill all things.” 
The subjunctive with iva and after the aorist participle, repre- 
sents an act which still endures. Klotz-Devarius, ii. p. 618. 
The ascension is past, but this purpose of it still remains or 
is still a present result. The translation of Anselm, Koppe, 
and others, “that He might fulfil all things,” that is, all the 
prophecies, is as remote from the truth as the exegesis of 
Matthies and Riickert, ‘that he might complete the work of 
redemption.” Nor is the view of Zanchius more tenable, 
“that he might discharge all his functions.” The versions 
of Tyndale and Cranmer, and that of Geneva, use the term 
“ fulfil,” but Wickliffe rightly renders, “ that he schulde fill 
alle thingis.”. Jer. xxill. 24, The bearing of this clause on 
the meaning of the term wAjpwpa, the connection of Christ’s 
fulness with the church and the universe, and the relation of 
the passage to the Lutheran dogma of the ubiquity of the. 
Redeemer, will be found in our exegesis of the last verse of 
the first chapter, and need not therefore be repeated here. We ~ 
are not inclined to limit 74 wdvra to the church, as is done 
by Beza, Grotius, and Meier, for reasons assigned under the 
last clause of the first chapter, The church filled by Him 
becomes “ His fulness,” but that fulness is not limited by 
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such a boundary. The explanation of Calvin, that Jesus fills 
all, Spiritus sui virtute ; and of Harless, mit seiner Gnadenge- 
genwart—appears to be too limited. Chrysostom’s view is 
better—rifjs evepyelas adtod xal Tis Seorroreias. Stier com- 
pares the phrase with the last clause of the verse quoted from 
Psalm Ixviii., that “God the Lord might dwell among them,” 
to which corresponds the meaning given by Bengel—Se Ipso. 

(Ver. 11.) The apostle resumes the thought that seems to 
have been ripe for utterance at the conclusion of ver. 7. 

Kai abtos oxe— And Himself gave ”—adrds emphatic, 
and connected with the adrés of the preceding verse, while at 
the same time the apostle recurs to the aorist. This Jesus who 
ascended—this and none other, is the sovereign donor. The 
provider and bestower are one and the same; and such gifts, 
though they vary, cannot therefore mar the blessed unity of 
the spiritual society. There is no reason, with Theophylact, 
Harless, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Bisping, to call é6wxe 
a Hebraism, as if it were equivalent to éero —the term which 
is used in 1 Cor. xii. 28; Acts xx. 28. See under chap. i. 22. 
"Eéwxe is evidently in unison with €60n and Swped in ver. 7, 
and with éwxe dduara in ver. 8. The object of the apostle, 
in harmony with the quotation which he has introduced, is 
not simply to affirm the fact that there are various offices in 
the church, or that they are of divine institution; but also to 
show that they exist in the form of donations, and are among 
the peculiar and distinctive gifts which the exalted Lord 
has bequeathed. The writer wishes his readers to contem- 
plate them more as gifts than as functions. Had they 
sprung up in the church by a process of natural development, 
they might perchance have clashed with one another; but 
being the gifts of the one Lord and Benefactor, they must 
possess a mutual harmony in virtue of their origin and object. 
He gave— 

Tovs pLev aTroaToNous— some as, or to be, apostles.” On 
the particle wév, which cannot well be rendered into English, 
~ and on its connection with ia—see Donaldson’s New Craty- 
lus,§ 151, and his Greek Grammar, § 548, 24, and § 559. The 
official gifts conferred upon the church are viewed not in the 
abstract, but as personal embodiments or appellations. Instead 

x 
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~ of saying—“ He founded the apostolate,” he says—“ He gave 
some to be apostles.” The idea is, that the men who filled 
the office, no less than the office itself, were a divine gift. 

The apostles were the first and highest order of office- 
bearers—those “twelve whom also He named apostles.” 
Luke vi. 18. Judas fell; Matthias was appointed his suc- 
cessor and substitute (if a "human appointment, and one prior 
to Pentecost, be valid); and Saul of Tarsus was afterwards 
added to the number. The essential elements of the aposto- 
late were— 

1. That the apostles should receive their commission im-. 
mediately from the living lips of Christ. Matt. x. 5; Mark 
vi. 7; Gal. i. 1. In the highest sense, they held a charge as 
“ ambassadors for Christ ;”’ they spoke “‘in Christ’s stead.” 
Matt. xxviii. 19; John xx. 21, 23; Hase, Leben Jesu, § 64. 

2. That having seen the Saviour after he rose again, they 
should be qualified to attest the truth of His resurrection. So 
‘Peter defines it, Acts i. 21,22; so Paul asserts his claim, 
1 Cor. ix. 1, 5, 8; so Peter states it, Acts ii. 32; and so the 
historian records, Acts iv. 38. The assertion of this crowning 
fact was fittingly assumed as the work of those “ chosen wit- 
nesses to whom he showed himself alive after His passion, by 
many infallible proofs.” 

3. They enjoyed a special inspiration. Such was the pro- 
mise, John xiv. 26, xvi. 13; and such was the possession, 
1 Cor, 1.10; Gal. i, 11, 12; 1 Thess. ii, 13. Infallible 
exposition of divine truth was their work; and their qualifi- 
cation lay in their possession of the inspiring influences of the 
Holy Ghost. 

4, Their authority was therefore supreme. ‘The church 
was under their unrestricted administration. Their word was 
law, and their directions and precepts are of permanent obliga- 
tion. Matt. xviii. 18,20; John xx. 22, 23; 1 Cor. v. 3-6; 
2 Cor. x. 8. 

5. In proof of their commission and inspiration, they were 
furnished with ample credentials. They enjoyed the power 
of working miracles. It was pledged to them, Mark xvi. 15; 
and they wielded it, Acts ii. 43, v.15; and 2 Cor. xii. 12. 
Paul calls these manifestations “the signs of an apostle ;” 
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and again in Hebrews ii. 4, he signalizes the process as that 
of “God also bearing them witness.” They had the gift of 
tongues themselves, and they had also the power of imparting 
spiritual gifts to others. Rom. i. 11; Acts viii. 17, xix. 6. 

6. And lastly, their commission to preach and found churches 
"was universal, and in no sense limited. 2 Cor. xi. 28. 

This is not the place to discuss other points in reference to 
the office. The title seems to be applied to Barnabas, Acts 
xiv. 4, 14, as being in company with Paul; and in an inferior 
sense to ecclesiastical delegates. Rom. xvi. 7; 2 Cor. viii. 23 ; 
Phil. ii. 25; Winer, Real-Wérterbuch, art. Apostel.; Kitto’s 
Bib. Cycl. do.; MLean’s Apostolical Commission, Works, i. 
_p. 8; Spanhemius, de Apostolatu, &c., Leyden, 1679. 

Tous dé rpopyras— and some to be prophets.”’ Aélooks back 
to pév and introduces a different class. We have already had 
occasion to refer especially to this. office under ii. 20, and iii. 5. 
The prophets ranked next in order to the apostles, but wanted 
some of their peculiar qualifications. They spoke under the 
influence of the Spirit; and as their instructions were infal- 
lible, so the church was built on their foundation as well as 
that of the apostles; ii. 20. Prophecy is marked out as one 
of the special endowments of the Holy Ghost (1 Cor. xii. 10), 
where it stands after the apostolic prerogative of working 
miracles. ‘The revelation enjoyed by apostles was communi- 
cated also to prophets. iii. 5. The name has its origin in 
the peculiar usages of the Old Testament.: The Hebrew 
term sw has reference, in its etymology, to the excitement and 
rhapsody which were so visible under the divine afflatus; and 
the cognate verb is therefore used in the niphal and hithpahel 
conjugations. Gesenius, swb voce ; Knobel, Prophetismus, 1. 127, 
The furor was sometimes so vehement that, in imitation of 
it, the frantic ravings of insanity received a similar appella- 
tion. 1 Sam. xvii. 10; 1 Kings xviii, 29. As the prophet’s 
impulse came from God, and denoted close alliance with Him, 
so any man who enjoyed special and repeated divine com- 
munications was called a prophet, as Abraham, Gen. xx. 7. 
Because the prophet was God’s messenger, and spoke in 
God’s name, this idea was sometimes seized on,.and a com- 
mon internuncius was dignified with the title. Exod. vii. 1, 
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This is the radical signification of rpopyrns—one who speaks 
—mpé—for, or in name of another. In the Old Testament, 
prophecy. in its strict sense is therefore not identical with 
prediction; but it often denotes the delivery of a divine 
message. Ezra v. 1. Prediction was a strange and sublime 
province of the prophet’s labour; but he was historian. and. 
bard as well as seer. Again, as the office of a prophet was 
sacred, and was held in connection with the | ‘divine service, . 
lyric effusions and musical. accompaniments are termed pro- 
phesying, as in the case of Miriam (Exod. xv. 20), and of the 
sons of the ‘prophets, 1 Sam. x. 5. So it is too in Numb. 
xi. 26; Titus i. 12. In 1 Chron. xxv. 1, similar language 
oceurs—the orchestra “ prophesied with a harp to give thanks 
and to praise the Lord.” Koppe, Excursus ili. ad Comment. in 
Epist: ad Ephesios. Thus, besides the special and technical 
sense of the word, prophesying in a wider and looser signifi- 
cation means to pour forth rapturous praises, in measured 
tone and cadence, to the accompaniment of wild and stirring 
music. Similar is the usage of the New Testament. in refer- 
ence to Anna in Luke ii. 36, and to the ebullition of Zachariah 
in Luke, i. 67.. While in the New Testament wpogyrns is 
sometimes used in its rigid sense of the prophets of the Old 
Testament, it is often employed in the general meaning of 
one acting under a divine commission. Foundation is thus 
laid for the appellation before us. Once, indeed (Acts, xi. 28), 
prediction is ascribed to a prophet; but instruction of a pecu- 
liar nature—so sudden and thrilling, so lofty and penetrating 
—merits and receives the generic term of prophecy. Females 
sometimes had the gift, but they were not allowed to exercise 
it in the church. This subordinate office differed from that of 
the Old Testament prophets, who were highest in station in 
their church, and many of whose inspired writings have been 
preserved as of canonical authority. But no utterances of the — 
prophets under. the New Testament have been 80 highly 
honoured, 

Thus the prophets of the New Testament were men who 
were peculiarly susceptible of divine influence, and on whom 
that afflatus powerfully rested. Chrysostom, on 1 Cor. v. 28, 
says of them—o pév mrpodytedwor mavta dd Tod mvebpatos 
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pbéyyerar. They were inspired ¢mprovisatord in the Christian 
assemblies—who, in animated style and under irresistible 
impulse, taught the church, and supplemented the lessons of 
the apostles, who, in their constant itinerations, could not 
_ remain long in one locality. Apostles planted and prophets 
watered; the germs engrafted by the one were nurtured and 
matured by the other. What the churches gain now by the 
spiritual study of Scripture, they obtained in those days by 
such prophetical expositions of apostolical truth. The work 
of these prophets was in the church, and principally with such 
as had the semina of apostolical teaching ; for the apostle says 
—‘ He that prophesieth speaketh unto men, to edification, 
and exhortation, and comfort” (1 Cor. xiv. 3); and again, 
_ “prophesying serveth not for them that believe not, but for 
them that believe,” though not for unbelievers wholly useless, 
as the sudden and vivid revelation of their spiritual wants 
and longings often produced a mighty and irresistible impres- 
sion. 1 Cor. xiv. 22, 24, 25; Neander, Geschichte der Phlanzung 
der Christl. K. p. 234, 4th ed. . Though the man who spake 
with tongues might be thrown out of self-control, this ecstasy 
did not fall so impetuously upon the prophets; they resembled 
not the Greek pavris, for “the spirits of the prophets are 
subject to the prophets.” One would be apt to infer from the 
description of the effect of prophecy on the mind of an unbe- 
liever, in laying bare the secrets of his heart, that the prophets 
concerned themselves specially with the subjective side of 
Christianity—with its power and adaptations; that they 
appealed to the consciousness, and that they showed the higher 
bearings and relations of those great facts which had already 
been learned on apostolical authority. 1 Cor. xiv. 25. ‘This 
gift had an intimate connection with that of tongues (Acts xix. 
6), but is declared by the apostle to be superior to it. Though 
these important functions were superseded when a written reve- 
lation became the instrument of the Spirit’s operation upon the 
heart, yet the prophets, having so much in common with the 
apostles, are placed next to them, and are subordinate to them 
only in dignity and position. Rom. xii. 6. Whether all the 
churches enjoyed the ministrations of these prophets we know 
-not. They were found in Corinth, Rome, Antioch, Ephesus, 
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and Thessalonica. If our account, drawn from the general 
statements of Scripture, be correct, then it is wrong on the 
part of Noesselt, Riickert, and Baumgarten-Crusius to com- 
pare this office with that of modern ‘preaching; and it is 
too narrow a view of it to restrict it to prediction; or to the 
interpretation of Old Testament vaticinations, like Macknight; 
or to suppose, with Mr. M‘Leod, that it had its special field 
of labour in composing and conducting the psalmody of the 
primitive church. Divine Inspiration, by KE. Henderson, D.D., 
p- 207: London, 1836; A View of Inspiration, ce., by 
Alexander M‘Leod, p. 183. Glasgow, 1831. Most improbable 
of all is the conjecture of Schrader, that the apostle here refers 
to the prophets of the Old Testament. 

ors oé evayyeaatds — ‘and some to be evangelists.” 
That those evangelists were the composers of our historical 
gospels is an untenable opinion, which Chrysostom deemed 
possible, and which Cicumenius stoutly asserts. On the other 
hand, Theodoret is more correct in his description—repsidvres 
éxjputtrov—" going about they preached.” Eusebius, Historia 
Kiccles. ii. 37, The word is used only thrice in the New 
Testament—as the designation of Philip in Acts xxi. 8, and 
as descriptive of one element of the vocation of Timothy. 2 
Tim. iv. 5. In one sense apostles and prophets were evan- 
gelists, for they all preached the same holy evangel. 1 Cor. i. 
17. But this official title implies something special in their 
function, inasmuch as they are distinguished also from 
“teachers.” ‘These gospellers may have been auxiliaries of 
the apostles, not endowed as they were, but furnished with 
clear perceptions of saving truth, and possessed of wondrous 
power in recommending it to others. Inasmuch as they 
itinerated, they might thus differ from stationary teachers. 
Neander, Geschichte der Pflanzung, &c., 259, 4th ed. While the 
prophets spoke only as occasion required, and their language 
was an excited outpouring of brilliant and piercing thoughts, 
the evangelists might be more calm and continuous in their 
work, Passing from place to place with the wondrous story 
of salvation and the cross, they pressed Christ on men’s 
acceptance, their hands being freed all the while from matters 
of detail in reference to organization, ritual, and discipline. 
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The prophet had an doxdAvyis as the immediate basis of 
his oracle, and the evangelist had “the word of knowledge” 
as the ultimate foundation of his lesson. Were not the 
seventy sent forth by our Lord a species of evangelists, and 
might not Mark, Luke, Silas, Apollos, Tychichus, and Tro- 
phimus merit such a designation? ‘The evangelist Timothy 
was commended by Paul to the church in Corinth. 1 Cor. iv. 
17, xvi. 10. Mr. M‘Leod’s notions of the work of an evan- 
gelist are clearly wrong, as he mistakes addresses given to 
Timothy as a pastor for charges laid upon him in the character 
of an evangelist. A View of Inspiration, p. 481. The com- 
mand to “do the work of an evangelist,” if not used in a 
generic sense, is something distinct from the surrounding 
admonitions, and characterizes a special sphere of labour. _ 
Tovs dé rotuévas Kal Svdacxddous — “and some to be 
pastors and teachers.” Critical authorities are divided on the 
question as to whether these two terms point out two different 
classes of office-bearers, or merely describe one class by two 
combined characteristics. The former opinion is held by 
Theophylact, Ambrose, Pelagius, Calvin, Beza, Zanchius, 
Calixtus, Crocius, Grotius, Meier, Matthies, De Wette, Neander, 
and Stier; and the latter by Augustine, Jerome, Gicumenius, 
Erasmus, Piscator, Musculus, Bengel, Riickert, Harless, Ols- 
hausen, Meyer, and Davidson. Keclesiastical Polity, p. 156. 
Those who make a distinction between pastors and teachers 
vary greatly in their definitions. Thus Theodoret, followed 
by Bloomfield and Stier, notices the difference, as if it were 
only local—rovs xata wéAw Kal counv— town and country 
clergy.” Theophylact understands by “pastors” bishops and 
presbyters, and deacons by “ teachers,” while Ambrosiaster 
identifies the same teachers with exorcists. According to 
Calixtus, with whom Meier seems to agree, the “pastors ”’ 
were the working class of spiritual guides, and the “ teachers” 
were a species of superintendents and professors of theology, 
or, according to Grotius, metropolitans. Neander’s view is, 
that the “ pastors’? were rulers, and the “ teachers ” persons 
possessed of special edifying gifts, which were exerted for the 
instruction of the church, ‘The Westminster Divines also 
made a distinction—“ The teacher or doctor is also a minister 
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of the Word as well as the pastor;” “He that doth more 
excel in exposition of Scripture, in teaching sound doctrine, 
and in convincing gainsayers, than he doth in application, and 
is accordingly employed therein, may be called a teacher or 
doctor ;” “A teacher or doctor is of most excellent use in 
schools and universities, &c.” Stier remarks that “each 
pastor should, to a certain extent at least, be a teacher, but 
every teacher is not therefore a pastor.” By some reference 
is made for illustration to the school of divinity in Alexandria, 
over which such men as Didymus, Clement, and Origen pre- 
sided.1_ None of these distinctions can be scripturally and 
historically sustained. 

We agree with those who hold that one office is described 
by the two terms. Jerome says—Non enim ait ; alios autem 
pastores et alios magistros, sed alios pastores et magistros, ut 
qui pastor est, esse debeat et magister; and again—Nemo 
pastoris sibt nomen assumere debet, nist posstt docere quos 
pascit. The view of Bengel is similar. The language indi- 
cates this, for the recurring rods dé is omitted before didacKd- 
Aous, and a simple xa connects it with roiévas. The two 
offices seem to have had this in common, that they were 
stationary—zrep &va rémov foyodnuévot, as Chrysostom de- 
scribes them. Grotius, De Wette, and others, refer us to the 
functional vocabulary of the Jewish synagogue, in which a 
certain class of officers were styled yors, after which Christian 
pastors were named ésioxozros and srpeoBurepat. Vitringa, De 
Synagog. Vet., p. 621; Selden, De Synedrtis Vet. Heb., lib. i. 
cap. 14. 

The idea contained in vospnv is common in the Old Testa- 
ment. ‘The image of a shepherd with his flock, picturing out 
the relation of a spiritual ruler and those committed to his 
charge, often occurs. Ps, xxiii. 1, lxxx. 1; Jer. ii. 8, iii. 15, 
and in many other places; Isa. Ivi. 11; Ezek. xxxiv. 2, 
xxvii. 245 Zec. x. 3; John x. 14, xxi. 15; Acts xx. 28; 1 
Pet. v. 2. Such pastors and guides rule as well as feed the 
flock, for the keeping or tending is essential to the successful 


1 But Bodius compares “ teachers” to titular doctors of divinity, a title, he adds, 
which is not without its value—si absit hine quidem onmis ambitus, et vana titulorum 
hujusmodi affectus. 
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feeding. The prominent idea in Psalm xxiii. is protection 
and guidance in order to pasture. The same notion is in- 
volved in the Homeric and classic usage of vrouuyjy as governor 
and captain. ‘The idea of administration is,” Olshausen 
remarks, “prominent in this term.” It implies careful, tender, 
vigilant superintendence and government, being the function 
of an overseer or elder. The official name ézicxozros is used 
by the apostle in addressing churches formed principally out 
of the heathen world—as at Ephesus, Philippi, and the island 
of Crete (Acts xx: 28; Phil. i. 1; 1 Tim. iii. 2; Tit. i. 7); 
while wpeaBurepos, the term of honour, is more Jewish in its 
tinge, as may be found in many portions of the Acts of the 
Apostles, and in the writings of James, Peter, and John. 
Speaking to Timothy and Titus, the apostle styles them 
elders (and so does the compiler of the Acts, in referring to 
spiritual rulers); but describing the duties of the office itself, 
he calls the holder of it émécxomos. See under Phil. i. 1. 
The dcdacxdaros, placed in the third rank by the apostle in 
1 Cor. xii. 28, were persons whose peculiar function it was to 
expound the truths of Christianity. While teaching was the 
main characteristic of this office, yet, from the mode of dis- 
charging it, it might be called a pastorate. The dvdacKdros 
in teaching, did the duty of a wo, for he fed with 
knowledge ; and the vroiujy in guiding and governing, pre- 
pared the flock for the nutriment of the duacxdaros. It is 
declared in 1 Tim. iii, 2 that a Christian overseer or pastor 
must be “apt to teach "—ésdaxrixds ; and in Tit. i. 9 it is 
said that, in virtue of his office, he must be able “ by sound 
doctrine both to exhort and convince the gainsayers.” Again, 
in Heb. xiii. 7, those who had governed the church are further 
characterized thus—oiriwves éddAnoav vpiv Tov Adyov Tov Meod. 
The one office is thus honoured appropriately with the two 
appellations. It comprised government and instruction, and 
the former being subordinate to the latter, dedacxdros are 
alone mentioned in the epistle to the Romans, but there the 
evangelists are formally omitted; while the apostle by a sudden 
change uses the abstract, and the “helps”? and “ govern- 
ments” then referred to are, like “healing” and “tongues,” 
not distinct offices possessed by various individuals, but 
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associated with those previously named. ‘The evangelists 
and deacons were indeed helps, but government devolved 
upon the teachers and elders. See Henderson, Divine Inspi- 
ration, lect. iv. p. 184; Riickert, 2d Beilaze—Komment. tiber 
Corinth-B.; Davidson, Ecclesiastical Polity, 178. We are 
ignorant to a very great extent of the government of the 
primitive church, and much that has been written upon it is 
but surmise and conjecture. The church represented in the 
Acts was only in process of. development, and there seem to 
have been differences of organization in various Christian 
communities, as may be seen by comparing the portion of 
the epistle before us with allusions in the three letters 
to Rome, Corinth, and Philippi. Offices seem to be men- 
tioned in one which are not referred to in others. It would 
appear, in fine, that this last office of government and instruc- 
tion was distinct in two elements from those previously 
enumerated; inasmuch as it was the special privilege of each 
Christian community—not a ministertum vagum, and was 
designed also to be a perpetual institute in the church of 
Christ. The apostle says nothing of the modes of human 
appointment or ordination to these various offices. He de- 
scends not to law, order, or form, but his great thought is, that 
though the ascended Lord gave such gifts to men, yet their 
variety and number interfere not with the unity of the church, 
as he also conclusively argues in the twelfth chapter of his 
first epistle to the church in Corinth! 

(Ver. 12.) IIpés tov xarapricpov tov dryiwy, cis epyov 
Siaxovias, eis aixodopny Tov cdparos ToD Xpiotod—“ In order 
to the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, 
for the edifying of the body of Christ.” The meaning of this 
verse depends upon its punctuation. There are three clauses, 
and the question is—how are they connected ? 

1. Some regard the three clauses as parallel or co-ordinate. 
He gave all these gifts “for the perfecting of the saints, for 
the work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of 


_} How a learned Irvingite of the Continent labours to find in such a passage the 
kind of intricate hierarchy which his so-called apostolic church delights in, may be 
seen in the work of Thiersch—Die Kirche in Apostolischen Zeitalter, &c. Frankfurt, 
1852. 
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Christ.” Such is the rendering of the English version, as if 
each clause contained a distinct purpose, and each of the three 
purposes related with equal independence to the divine gift of 
the Christian ministry. This mode of interpretation claims 
the authority of Chrysostom, Zanchius, Bengel, von Gerlach, 
Holzhausen, and Baumgarten-Crusius. But the apostle 
changes the preposition, using mpos before the first clause, 
while eis stands before the other two members of the verse, 
go that, if they are all co-ordinate, a different relation at least 
is indicated. 

2. A meaning is invented by Grotius, Calovius, Rollock, 
Michaelis, Koppe, and Cramer, through the violent and unwar- 
ranted. transposition of the clauses,as if Paul had written— 
“for the work of the ministry, in order to the perfecting of the 
saints, in order to the edifying of the body of Christ. Simi- 
larly Tyndale—“ that the sainctes might have all things 
necessarie to work and minister withall.”’ 

3. Harless and Olshausen suppose the prime object to be 
described in the first clause which begins with mpés, and the 
other clauses, each commencing with eis, to be subdivisions 
of the main idea, and dependent upon it, as if the meaning 
were—the saints are prepared some of them to teach, and 
others, or the great body of the church, to be edified. Our 
objection to such an exegesis is, that it introduces a division 
where the apostle himself gives no hint, and which the lan- 

- guage cannot warrant. For all the dysos are described as 
enjoying the “ perfecting,’ and they are identical with “the 
body of Christ”? which is to be edified. The opinion of 
Zachariae is not very different, as he makes the second eés 
depend upon the first—“ For the work of the ministry insti- 
tuted. in order to the edifying of the body of Christ.” 

4, Meier, Schott, Riickert, and Erasmus also regard the two 
clauses introduced by e’s as dependent upon that beginning 
with wpés. Their opinion is—that the apostle meant to say, 
“for the perfecting of the saints unto all that variety of 
service which is essential unto the edification of the church.” 
This interpretation we preferred in our first edition. But 
Meyer argues that dvaxovia, in such a connection, never signi- 
fies service in general, but official service; and his objection 
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therefore is, that the saints, as a body, are not invested with 
official prerogative. 

5. Meyer’s own view is, that the two last clauses are co-ordi- 
nate, and that both depend on exe, while the first clause 
contains the ultimate reason for which Christ gave teachers. 
He has given teachers—eis—for the work of the ministry, 
and—eis—for the edifying of his body—*7pés—in order to 
the perfecting of his saints.” Ellicott and Alford follow 
Meyer, and we incline now to concur in this opinion, though 
the order of thought appears somewhat inverted. Jelf, 
§ 625. 3. It is amusing to notice the critical manceuvre 
of Piscator—eis épyov, says he, stands for év épy@, and 
that again means 6é épyou—the perfecting of the saints by 
means of the work of the ministry. 

The verbal noun carapticpos is not, as Pelagius and Vata- 
blus take it, the filling up of the number of the elect, but as 
Theodoret paraphrases— Tédevos €v Tact Tpaypact. The verb | 
Kataptivey—to put in order again—is used materially in the 
classics, as to refit a ship (Polyb. i. 24, 4; Diodorus Sic. xiti. 
70) or reset a bone (Galen); also in Matt. iv. 21; Mark i. 19; 
Heb, x. 5, xi. 3. In its ethical sense it -is used properly, 
Gal. vi. 1; and in its secondary sense of completing, perfect- 
- ing, it is found in the other passages where it occurs, as here. 
Luke vi. 40; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. The meaning of dysos has been 
explained under i. 1. The Christian ministry is designed to 
mature the saints, to bring them nearer the divine law in 
obedience, and the Lord’s example in conformity. 

els pyov Staxovlas— for work of service.” For the ety- 
mology of the second term, see under iii. 7. These various 
office-bearers have been given for, or their destination is, the 
work of service. “Epyov is not superfluous; as Koppe says, 
it is that work in which the S:axovla busies itself. Winer, 
§ 65, 7; Acts vi. 4, xi. 29; 1 Cor. xvi. 155; 2 Cor. ix. 12, 18, 
xi. 8; 9 Tim. iv. 5, iv. iL. Neither noun has the article ; 
for dvaxovias being indefinite, the governing noun becomes 
also anarthrous. Middleton, Gr. Art. p. 48. 

els oixoSopny Tod cepatos Tod Xpiotot—* for the building 
up of the body of Christ.” This second parallel clause is a 
more specific way of describing the business or use of the 
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Christian ministry—a second purpose to which the office- 
bearers are given. In ii. 21, oixodouq signified the edifice 
—here it denotes the process of erection. The ideas involved 
in this term have been illustrated under ii. 22, and those in 
caua Xpicrod have been given under i. 23. The spiritual ° 
advancement of the church is the ultimate design of the 
Christian pastorate. It labours to increase the members of 
the church, and to prompt and confirm their spiritual pro- 
gress. The ministry preaches and rules to secure this, which 
is at the same time the purpose of Him who appointed and 
who blesses it. So that the more the knowledge of the saints 
grows and their piety ripens; the more vigorous their faith, 
the more ardent their love, and the more serene and heavenly 
their temperament; the more of such perfecting they gather to 
them and enjoy under the ordinances of grace—then the more 
do they contribute in their personal holiness and influence to 
the extension and revival of the church of Christ. 

(Ver. 13.) Méype xatavryc@per ot rdvres—“ Until we all 
come.” Méyps measures the time during which this arrange- 
ment and ministry are to last, and it is here used, without dv, 
with a subjunctive, a usage common in the later writers and 
in the New Testament. Winer, § 413, b; Stallbaum, Plato, 
Philebus, p. 61; Schmalfeld on” Eas, § 128. Kiihner, § 808, 2. 
This formula occurs only in this place; dypis ob being the 
apostle’s common expression. The insertion of the particle 
dv would have given such an idea as this, “till we come 
(if ever we come).” Hartung, ii. p. 291; Bernhardy, p. 400. 
The subjunctive is employed not merely to express a future 
aim, as Harless says, but it also connects this futurity with 
the principal verb—édaxe—as its expected purpose. Jelf, 
§ 842, 2; Scheuerlein, § 36,1. “ We all,” the apostle includes 
himself among all Christians, for he stood not apart from the 
church, but in it, the article specifying them as one class. 
Karavtdw needs not to be taken in any such sense as to 
intimate that believers of different nations meet together; nor 
can mdvres denote all men, as Jerome, Morus, and Allioli 
understand it, but only all the saints—dyior. The meaning is, 


1On éye: and fxg, see Tittmann, de Synon. p. 33; and on the various forms of 
the words, Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 14; Fritzsche ad Rom. i. p. 308. 
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that not only is there a blessed point in spiritual advancement 
set before the church, and that till such a point be gained the 
Christian ministry will be continued, but also and primarily, 
that the grand purpose of a continued pastorate in the church 
is to enable the church to gain a climax which it will certainly 
reach; for that climax is neither indefinite in its nature nor 
contingent in its futurity. And the apostle now characterizes 
it by a triple description, each member beginning with eis— 
eis THY évoTnTa THS mlaTews Kal THs ériyvecews TOD viod 
Tod Ocod—“ to the unity of the faith and the knowledge of 
the Son of God.” Karavrdw is followed by eds in a literal 
sense, as often in Acts, and here also in a tropical sense. See 
under Phil. iii, 11. Very different is the sense from that 
involved in the view of Pelagius—ejus plenitudinem tmitar. | 
Every noun in the clause has the article prefixed. We take 
the genitive rod viod rod @eod as that of object, and as governed 
both by wiorews and émriyvicews— the faith of the Son of 
God, and the knowledge of the Son of Cod.’”? Winer, § 30. 
But we cannot adopt the view of Calvin, Calovius, Bullinger, 
and Crocius, that ris émruyvdoews is epexegetical of ris wicTews, 
for it expresses a different idea. Nor can we with Grotius 
regard eis as meaning év—the rendering also of the English. 
version, while Chandler gives it the sense of “by means of,” 
and Wycliffe renders “into unyte of faith.” The preposition 
marks the terminus ad quem. The apostle has already in this 
chapter introduced the idea of unity, and has shown that dif- 
ference of gifts and office is not incompatible with it; and now 
he shows that the variety of offices in the church of Christ 
is intended to secure it. For the meaning of the term Son, 
the reader may go back to what is said under i. 3. The 
apostle uses this high appellation here, for Jesus as God’s Son 
—a divine Saviour is the central object of faith, Christians 
ave all to attain to oneness of faith, that is, all of them shall 
be filled with the same ennobling and vivifying confidence in 
this divine Redeemer—not some leaning more to His humanity, 
and others showing an equally partial and defective preference 
for His divinity—not some regarding Him rather as an 
instructor and example, and others drawn to Him more as an 
atonement—not some fixing an exclusive gaze on Christ 
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without them, and others cherishing an intense and one-sided 
aspiration for Christ within them—but all reposing a united 
confidence in Him— the Son of God.” It would be too 
much to say that subjectively all shall have the same faith so 
far as vigour is concerned, but a unity in essence and perman- 
ence, as well as in object, is an attainable blessing. | 
Unity of knowledge is also specified by the apostle. 
’Exréyvwors is a term we have considered under i,17. Chris- 
tians are not to be, as in times past, some fully informed in 
one section of truth, but erring through defective information 
on other points concerning the Saviour—some with a superior 
knowledge of the merits of His death, and others with a 
quicker perception of the beauties of His life; His glory the 
theme of correct meditation with one, and His condescen- 
sion the subject of lucid reflection with another—but they 
are to be characterized by the completeness and harmony 
of their ideas of the power, the work, the history, the 
love, and the glory of the “Son of God.” Olshausen 
thinks that the unity to which the apostle refers, is a unity 
subsisting between faith and knowledge, or, as Bisping 
technically words it—jides implicita developing into fides 
explictta. This idea does not appear to be the prominent 
one, but it is virtually implied, since knowledge and faith 
are so closely associated—faith not only embracing all that 
is known about the Saviour, and its circuit enlarging with 
the extent of information, but also being itself a source of 
knowledge. The hypothesis of Stier is at once mystical . 
and peculiax. The phrase rod vivd rod @ecod is, he says, 
“the genitive of subject or possession;” and the meaning 
then is, till we possess that oneness of faith and knowledge 
which the Son of God Himself possessed in His incarnate 
state, till the whole community become a son of God. in such 
respects. Now, one great aim of preaching and ecclesiastical — 
organization, is to bring about such a unity. There is no 
doubt, therefore, that it is attainable; but whether here or 
hereafter has perplexed many commentators, The opinion of 
Theodoret—rfjs 5é rerevdrntos ev TH pédXrovTL Bio TevEspueba 
—has been adopted by Calvin, Zanchius, Koppe, and Holz- 
hausen. On the other hand, the belief that such perfection is 
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attainable here, is a view held by Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
and Cicumenius, by Jerome and Ambrosiaster, by Thomas 
Aquinas and Estius, by Luther, Calovius, Crocius, and 
Cameron, and by the more modern expositors, Rickert, Meier, 
Matthies, De Wette, Meyer, Delitzsch, and Stier. Perfection, 
indeed, in an absolute sense, cannot be enjoyed on earth, 
either personally or socially. But the apostle speaks of the 
results of the Christian ministry as exercised in the church 
below ; for that faith to which Christians are to come exists 
not in its present phase in heaven, but is swallowed up in 
vision. Had ‘faith been described only as a means, the 
heavenly state might have been formally referred to. Still 
the terms employed indicate a state of perfection that has 
never been realized, either. by the apostolic or by any other 
church. Phil. iii. 18. Our own view is not materially dif- 
ferent from that of Harless, viz., that the apostle places this 
destiny of the church on earth, but does not say whether on 
earth that destiny is to be realized. Olshausen says, that Paul 
did not in his own mind conceive any antithesis between this 
world and that to come, and he gives the true reason, that 
“ the church was to the apostle one and one only.”’ For the 
church on earth gradually passes into the church in heaven, 
and when it reaches perfection, the Christian ministry, which 
remains till we come to this unity, will be superseded. In 
such sketches the apostle holds up an ideal which, by the aim 
- and labonr of the Christian pastorate, is partially realized on 
earth, and ought to be more vividly manifested ; but which will 
be fully developed in heaven, when, the effect being secured, 
the instrumentality may be dispensed with. | 

eis dvdpa rércevcov—to a perfect man.”? This expres- 
sive figure was perhaps suggested by the previous capa 
Xpictod. The singular appears to be employed as the con- 
crete representative of that unity of which the apostle has 
been speaking. ’Avip rédXetos is opposed to virus in the 
following verse, which probably it also suggested, and is used 
in such a sense by the classics. Tédesos is tropically *con- 

1 Augustine says, Nonnulli propter hoc quod dictum est—donec occurramns omnes in 


virum perfectum, nec in sexu femineo resurrecturas feminas credunt—sed in virilim 
De Civitate, xxvii. 16. See also Aquinas and Anselm. 
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.trasted with vires in 1 Cor. ii. 6 and iii. 1, and it stands 
opposed. to 76 é« pépovs. 1 Cor. xiii. 10. Other examples 
may be seen from Arrianus and Polybius in Raphelius, 
Annotat. Sac. 11. p. 477. Xenophon, Cyrop. viii. 7,6. Hof-- 
mann, Schriftb. ii., part 2, p. 111, proposes to begin a new 
period with this clause, connecting it with avfjowper of the 
15th verse, thus separating it from any connection with the 
previous iva, and giving it the sense of “let us grow.” Such 
& construction is needlessly involved, and mars the rapid 
simplicity of the passage. The Christian church is not full- 
grown, but it is advancing to perfect age. What the apostle 
means by a perfect manhood, he explains by a parallel expres-. 
sion— _ 

: els wétpov HArtKlas ToD WAnpopaTos Tod Xptcrod— to the 
measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ.” The im-. 
portant term #Acc/a is rendered “ full agé”’—ctas virilis—by 
Morus, Koppe, Flatt, Meier, Matthies, Holzhausen, and Har- 
Tess. “Jt is,” says Harless, “the ripeness of years in con- 
trast with the minority of youth.” Meyer takes it simply,as 
age—age defined by the following words. Chrysostom says, 
“by stature here he means perfect knowledge.” It may sig- 
nify age, John ix. 21, or stature, Luke xix. 3. The last is 
the view of Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Bengel, Riickert, Stier, 
Ellicott, Alford, and the Syriac version. And to this view we 
are inclined, first, because dvip TéXevos is literally a full-grown 
man—a man of mature stature; and, secondly, because the 
apostle gives the idea of growth, and not of age, very peculiar 
prominence in the subsequent illustrations, and particularly in 
the sixteenth verse. Though pérpoyv, asin the well-known 
phrase, 7@8ns wétpov (Homer Od. xviii. 217), bears a general 
signification, there is no reason why it should not have its 
original meaning in the clause before us, for the literal sense 
is homogeneous—“ measure of stature.” Lucian, Jmag. p. 8, 
Opera, vol. vi. ed. Bipoint. The words are but an appro- 
priate and striking image of spiritual advancement. The 
stature referred to is characterized as that of “the fulness of 
Christ.””. This phrase, which has occurred already in the 
epistle, has been here most capriciously interpreted even by 


some of those who give 7\sxia the sense of stature. Luther, 
as 
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Calvin, Beza, Morus, and others, take mApwua as an adjec- 
tive—jdkla wrerdAnpopévy or. HrcKia TANnpwOEevTos Xprorod. 
Luther renders in der masse des vollicommenen Alters Christt 
—‘ the measure of the full age of Christ.” Calvin gives it, 
atas justa vel matura; Beza has it, ad mensuram stature 
adultt Christi, Such an exegesis does violence to the lan- 
guage, and is not in accordance with the usual meaning of 
mrnpoya. It is completely out of place on the part of Storr, 
Koppe, and Baumgarten-Crusius, to understand mAsjpwpa of 
the church, for the phrase qualifies 7«/a, and is not in simple 
apposition. Nor is the attempt of Gicumenius and Grotius at 
all more successful, to resolve wAjpwpa into the knowledge of 
Christ. For wAjpopa see under i. 10, 23. Xpiorod is the: 
genitive of subject, and wAjpaparos that of possession; the 
connection of so many genitives indicating a varied but linked: 
relationship charactetizing the apostle’s style. Winer, § 30, 3; 
Obs. i.; Eph. i. 6, 19. The church, as we have seen, is 
Christ’s fulness as filled up by Him, and so this “ stature ” 
is of His “ fulness” —filled up by Him, and deriving from this 
imparted - fulness’ all its height and symmetry. Such is 
the general view of Harless, Olshausen, Meyer, Meier, and 
Holzhausen, save that they do not take Aula in the sense 
of stature. “But this translation of “ stature” appears, ‘as 
we have said, more in harmony with the imagery employed, 
for he says, “we grow up” “and the whole body maketh 
increase of the body.” This stature grows just as it receives 
of Christ’s fulness ; and when that fulness is wholly enjoyed, 
it will be that of a “ perfect man.” The idea conveyed by 
the figure cannot be misunderstood. ‘The Christian ministry 
is appointed to labour for the perfection of the church of 
Christ, a perfection which is no romantic anticipation, but 
which consists of the communicated fulness of Christ. We 
need scarcely notice the hallucinations of some of the Fathers 
—that man shall rise from the grave in the perfect age of 
Christ—that is, each man’s constitution shall have the form 
and aspect of thirty-three years of age, the age of Christ at 
His death. Augustine, De Civit. lib. xxii, cap. 15. Another 
purpose is— : 

(Ver. 14.) “Iva uneére Ouev vijrrvor— In order that: we may 
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be no longer children.” This and the following verse are 
illustrative of the preceding one, and show the peculiar weak- 
ness and dangers to which believers in an imperfect state are 
exposed. “Iva points to a negative and intermediate purpose 
resulting from that of the preceding verses, but not as if that 
were taken as realized, for he immediately adds avfjowpev— 
implying that redevdTys has not been attamed. The period of 
maturity is, indeed, future ; but meantime, in the hope of it, 
and with the assistance of the Christian ministry, believers 
are to be'“no longer children;”’. ceasing to be children is 
meanwhile our duty. The ministry is instituted, and this 
glorious destiny is pourtrayed, in order that in the meantime 
we maybe no longer children. Nyrrios is opposed to’ dviyp 
rénetos. Polybius, Hist., v. 29,2. Myxérs is employed after 
iva, Gayler, Part. Gree. Neg., cap. vii. A, 1-8, p. 168. We 
have been children long enough—let us “ put away childish 
things.” 

The apostle now refers to two characteristics of childhood— 
its fickleness, and its liability to be imposed upon. Child- 
hood has a peculiar facility of impression— 

KrAvdwvifouevot Kal mepipepomevot Travtl avéum Tihs didac- 
xanlas—“ tossed and driven about with every wind of teach- 
ing.” KaAvdwrouevor—tossed about as a surge 3 KAvdwvi- 
Gouevot i8 passive; instances may be found in Krebs and 
Wetstein. Heb. xiii. 9;. James i. 6. The billow does not 
swell and fall on the same spot, but it is carried about by the 
wind, driven hither and thither before it—the sport of the 
tempest... The term dvéum, dative of cause (Kriiger, § 48, 15), 
is applied to didacxadia—not to show its emptiness, as 
Matthies explains it by windig-leere Hinfélle, but to describe 
its impulsive power. The article rijs before d:dacKadias gives 
definitive prominence to “the teaching,” which, asa high 
function respected and implicitly obeyed, was very capable of 
seducing, since whatever false phases it assumed, it might find 
and secure followers. Such wind, not from this or that direc- 
tion only, but blowing from any or “every ” quarter, causes 
the imperfect and inexperienced to surge about in fruitless 
commotion. The moral phenomenon.iscommon. Some men 
have just enough of Christian intelligence to unsettle them, 
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and make them the prey of every idle suggestion, the sport 
of every religious novelty. How many go the round of all 
sects, parties, and creeds, and never receive satisfaction? If 
in the pride of reason they fall into rationalism, then if they 
recover they rebound into mysticism. From the one extreme 
of legalism they recoil to the farthest verge of antinomianism, - 
having travelled at easy stages all the intermediate distances. 
Men like Priestley and Channing have gradually descended 
from Calvinism to Unitarianism; others, like Schlegel and 
the Countess Ida Hahn-Hahn, make a swift transition from 
Protestant nihilism to Popish pietism and superstition. Deci- 
sion and firmness are indispensable to spiritual improvement. 
Only one form of teaching is beneficial, and all deviations are 
pernicious. More pointedly — 
év Th xuBela tov avOpérev—* in the sleight of men.” 
Kuela from xiBos—a cube, or one of the dice—signities 
gambling, and then by an easy and well-known process, the 
common accompaniment and result of gambling—fraud and 
imposition. Suicer, sub voce. The rabbins have the word 
also in the form of wxp. Schoettgen, Hore Heb. p, 775; Bux- 
torf, Lex. Tal. p. 1984. Salmasius renders the term actio 
temeraria ; Beza, varie et inepte subtilitates ; and Matthies, 
gewinnstichtiges Spiel— play for the greed of winning.” 
These meanings are inferior to the ordinary translation of 
fallacia by Jerome, the neguitia of the Vulgate, and “ sleight ’” 
of the English version. Theodoret renders the noun by qvap= 
oupyia. The opinion of Meyer and De Wette, that év denotes 
the instrumental cause, is scarce to be preferred to. that of 
Harless, Matthies, Olshausen, and Ellicott, who suppose that 
the preposition signifies the element in which the false doctrine. 
works. The apostle shows how the false teaching wields its: 
peculiar power—acting like a wary and dexterous gambler, 
_and winning by dishonesty without being suspected of it. 
Oi dvOpw7o are men, in contrast not with Christ’s office- 
bearers, but with the “Son of God.” The next clause is 
parallel and explanative— 
éy mavoupyia mpos tiv pcOodcliav ths mrdvns— in craft 
with a view toa system of error.” Codex A adds rod duaBdrov. 
“Craft” is the meaning which is uniformly attached to the 
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first noun in the New Testament. 1 Cor. iii. 19 ; 2°Cor. iv. 2, 
xi. 3. Tlpés indicates the purpose of the vavovpyla which is 
not followed by any article.. The craft is exercised in order 
to carry out the tricks of error; wAdvys being genitive of 
subject and defined by the article. Me@ode/a is rendered by 
Hesychius réyvn, and by Theodoret pyyav7, plan or settled 
system. Aquila renders mz, ‘to lie in wait,” (Exod. xxi. 13) by 
peOddevoe. The Greek verb originally had a good meaning, 
to pursue a settled plan,” but the bad meaning soon came— 
its history and use, as in the case of such English words as 
prevent” and “resent,’’ showing man’s evil nature. This 
false teaching, 4 mAdvy, has a systematic process of deception 
peculiar to itseli—7 wePodela; and that this mechanism may not 
fail or scare away its victims by unguarded revelations of its 
nature and purpose, it is wrought with special manceuvre— 
aavoupyia. ‘There is, however, no distinct declaration that 
such seduction and mischievous errors were actually in the 
church at Ephesus, though the language before us seems to 
imply it, and the apostle’s valedictory address plainly antici- 
_ pated it. Acts xx. 29. We may allude, in fine, to the strange 
remark of Riickert, that this severe language of Paul against 
false teachers, sprang from a dogmatical defiance, and was the 
‘weak side in him as in many other great characters. But the 
apostle’s attachment to the truth originated in his experience 
of its saving power, and he knew that its adulteration often 
xobbed it of its healing virtue. Love to men, fidelity to 
‘Christ, and zeal for the purity and glory of the church, de- 
‘manded of him this severe condemnation of errorists and 
-heresiarchs. The spiritual vehemence and truth-love of such 
a heart are not to be estimated by a common criterion, and 
when such puerile estimates of Paul’s profound nature are 
formed, we are inclined to ascribe it to moral incompetence 
of judgment, and to say to Herr Riickert—“ Sir, thou hast 
nothing to draw with, and the well is deep.” 

(Ver. 15.) "ArnOedovres 88, ev aydrn avEnowpev eis adrov 
7a wavTa— But imbued with truth, that in love we should 
-grow up to or into Him in all things.” The construction 
still depends upon iva in ver. 14, dé placing the following 
positive clauses in opposition to the preceding negative ones, 
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We must hold against Meyer, that the context requires dq~ 
Oetwy to be understood as meaning “ not speaking the truth,” 
which it often or usually means, but “ having and holding 
the truth,”—“ truthing it; ’’ for it is plainly opposed to such 
vacillation, error, and impositions as are sketched in the pre- 
ceding verse. Had the false teachers been ‘referred to, speak- 
ing truth would have been the virtue enjoined on them; but 
as their victims, real or possible, are addressed, holding. the 
truth is naturally inculcated on them. We cannot say with 
Pelagius and others, that it is truth in general to which 
the apostle refers; but we agree with Theophylact, that the 
allusion is to yevd7 Soyyara, though we cannot accede to his 
additional statement, that it specially regards and inculcates 
sincerity | of life. Nor can we adopt the translation of the 
Syriac. Sean wie —hbeing “confirmed in love.” The 
Gothic renders sunja taujandans— doing truth,” and the 
Vulgate—verdiatem facientes. Many of the professed inter- 
pretations of the words are, therefore, inferential rather than 
exegetical. So far from being children tossed, wandering, 
and deluded with error, let us be possessing’ and professing 
the truth. : 
Many expositors join év dydrry to the participle, and impute 
very various meanings to the phrase. Perhaps the majority 
understand it as signifying “ striving after the truth in love” | 
—and such is in general the view of Erasmus, Calvin, Koppe, 
Flatt, Riickert, De Wette,.and Alford. Some refer it to 
studium mutuce communicationis; others regard it as meaning 
a species of indulgence to the weaker and the erring brethren 5 
while others, such as Luther, Bucer, and Grotius, take the 
participle as pointing out the sincerity and truthful quality 
of this dydan—sincere alios diligentes. Conybeare’s version 
is very bald— living in truth and love.” But while it is 
evident that truth and love are radically connected, and that 
there can be no truth that lives not in love, and no love that 
has not its birth in truth, still we prefer, with Harless, Meyer, 
Passavant, Olshausen, and Baumgarten-Crusius, to join év 
ayarn to the verb avEjowper—for the words in the con- 
clusion of the following verse have plainly such a connection. 
Besides, in Pauline style, though Alford denies it, qualifying 
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clauses. may precede the verb. See under i..4, The chief 
element of spiritual growth is love—év dyday being repeated. 

Avéjowper is used not in an active, but in an intransitive 
sense, as Cicumenius, Theophylact, and Jerome understood it. 
The verb has reference at once to the condition of the vyzvos 
—children immature and ungrown, and to the pérpov ruKias. 
—the full stature of perfect manhood. Our growth should 
be ever advancing—spiritual dwarfhood is a-misshapen: and 
shameful state. Besides, as believers grow, their spiritual 
power developes, and their spiritual senses are exercised, so 
that they are more able to repel the seductions of false and 
crafty teachers. 

Harless connects eés a’rov with éy inden in love to 
Him.” But the position of the words forbids such a connec- 
tion ;.and though the hyperbaton were allowable, the idea 
brought out by such an exegesis is wholly out of harmony 
with the train of thought.. Kithner, § 865. The idea of Har- 
less is, that the spiritual growth here referred to, is growth 
toward. the unity of the faith and knowledge of the Son of 
God, and that this depends on love to Christ. Now, we 
know that love to Christ rules and governs the believing 
spirit, and that it contributes to spiritual advancement; but in 
the passage before us such a connection would limit the opera- 
tion of this grace, for here, as in the following verse, it stands 
absolutely. "Ev dydan describes the sphere of growth, and 
the meaning is, not that we are to grow in love, as if love 
were the virtue in which progress was to be made, but that 
in love we are to grow in reference to all things—all the 
elements essential to perfection ; love being the means and the 
sphere of. our advancement. ‘The phrase e’s adrov does not 
mean “in Him,” according to the erroneous rendering of 
Jerome, Pelagius, Grotius, and Rickert; nor yet “like Him,” 
as is the paraphrase of Zanchius; but “ to Him,” to Him as 
the end or aim of this growth, as is held by Crocius, Estius, 
Holzhausen, Meyer, Olshausen, and De Wette; or “into Him,” 
into closer union with Him, as the centre and support of life 
and growth. Buttmann, Neutest. Sprach., p. 287. . 

It is almost superfluous to remark, that the syntax of 
Wahl, Holzhausen, Koppe, and Schrader, in making. ra 
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mdvra equivalent fo of mdyres, cannot be received. The 
words mean “as to all”’—xard being the supplement, if one: 
were needed; but such an accusative denoting “ contents: or 
compass ’’ often follows verbs which cannot govern the accu- 
sative of object. Madvig, § 25. And the phrase is not simply 
mavra, but ta mavra. We cannot acquiesce in the view of 
Harless, who restricts the words to the évérns, of ver. 13. 
Stier, giving the article the same retrospective reference, 
includes faith, knowledge, truth, and love. That ra mdvra 
has often a special contextual reference, the passages adduced 
by Harless are sufficient proof. But it is often used. in am 
absolute sense (Rom. xi. 36; 1 Cor. viii. 6); or if these, from 
their peculiarity of meaning, ‘be not reckoned apposite refer- 
ences, we have in addition 1 Cor. xv. 28; Mark iv. 11; Acts 
xvii. 25; Rom. viii. 32, Besides, “the. unity of the faith and 
of the knowledge of the Son of God,” is the end to which 
Christians are to come, and cannot therefore be well reckoned 
also among the elements of growth. Meyer’s idea is, that Ta 
mavra denotes “ all in which we grow,” and. he supposes the 
apostle to mean, that all things in which we grow should have 
reference to Christ. Luther, Beza, Riickert, and Matthies, 
render per omnia, or prorsus.. The article gives mdvra an 
emphatic sense—“ the whole;” and as the reference of the 
apostle is to a growing body, ra wdvta may signify all that 
properly belongs to it; or, as Olshausen phrases it, “ we are 
to grow in all those things in which the Christian must 
advance.” The apostle first lays down the primary and per- 
manent means of growth, holding the truth—éAnOevovrtes ; 
then he describes the peculiar temperament in which this 
growth is secured and accelerated—év dydzry ; then he speci- 
fies its aim and end—eis adrév; and, lastly, he marks its 
amount and harmony—ra wdvta. ‘The body becomes mon-~ 
strous by the undue development of any part or organ, and 
the portion that does not grow is both unsightly and weak, 
and not fitted to honour or serve the head. The apostle thus 
inculeates the duty of symmetrical growth, each grace ad- 
vancing in its own place, and in perfect unison with all 
around it. That character is nearest perfection in which the 
excessive prominence of no grace throws such a withering | 
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shadow upon the rest, as to signalize or perpetuate their 
defect, but in which all is healthfully balanced ‘in just and 
delicate adaptation. Into Him— 

bs éorw } Kepadn, Xpiords—“ who is the Head—Christ.” 
D, E, F, G, K, L, prefix the article to Xpucrés, but A, B, 
and ©, with other authorities, read Xpsords without the 
article, perhaps rightly. The article in the New Testament is 
oftener omitted than inserted. When Alford warns against our 
former rendering —“the Christ” —he evidently puts a polemic 
meaning into the phrase—which is not necessarily in it. The 
meaning of xedad% in such a connection has been already 
explained; i. 22. That Head is Christ—Xpioros being 
placed with solemn emphasis at the end of the verse—being in 
the nominative and in assimilation with the preceding relative; 
Stallbaum, Plato Apol., p.41; Winer, § 59,7. The Head 
is Christ—one set apart, commissioned, and qualified as 
Redeemer, and who by His glorious and successful inter- 
position has won for Himself this illustrious pre-eminence. 

(Ver. 16.) We would not say with Chrysostom, that “the 
apostle expresses himself here with great obscurity, from his 
wish to utter all at once—r@ wadvra ood Oedfjoas etzeiv;”’ 
but we may say that the language of this verse is as com- 
pacted as the body which it describes. 

é& ov —“ from whom,” that is, from Christ as the Head. 
This phrase does not and cannot mean “to whom,” as Koppe 
‘gives it, nor “by whom,” as Morus, Holzhausen, and Flatt 
maintain. The preposition é« marks the source. “ From 
whom” as its source of growth, “the body maketh increase.” 
‘The body without the head is but a lifeless trunk. It was 
eis avrov in the previous verse, and now it is é€ of. The 
growth is to Him and the growth is from Him—Himself its 
origin and Himself its end. The life that springs from Him 
as the source of its existence, is ever seeking and flowing 
-back to Him as the source of its enjoyment. The anatomical 
figure is as follows— 

Tay TO cOua ouvapporoyovpevoy Kal ovvSiBalopevov— 
“all the body being fitly framed together and put together.” 
The verb connected with cdua as its nominative is qovelrau. 
The first participle occurs at 11. 21, and is there explained, It 
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denotes— being composed of parts fitted closely to each 
other.”” The second participle is used in a tropical sense in 
the New Testament (Acts ix. 22, xvi. 10; 1 Cor. ii. 16), but 
here it has its original signification—-“ brought and held 
together.” The two participles express the idea that the 
body is of many parts, which have such mutual adaptation in 
position and function, that it is a firm and solid structure— 

dia dans adis tis émrvyopnyias—“ by means of every 
joint of the supply.” This clause has originated no little 
difference of opinion. We take it as closely connected by 8d 
withthe two preceding participles, and as expressing. the 
instrumentality by. which this symmetry and compactness are 
secured. Meyer, Stier, and Alford, following Bengel, and 
contrary to its position, join the phrase to the verb rovefrat. 
The Greek fathers, followed by Meyer, render ady by aic- 
O@nats—touch, sense of touch; tactum subministrationis is 
found in Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xxii. 18, and similarly 
Wycliffe—“ bi eche joynture of undir seruynge.” But, with 
the majority of expositors, we take the word as explained 
by the parallel passage in Col. it, 19, and as the Vulgate 
renders it—junctura. ’Earvyopnyla denotes aid or assistance, 
and is taken by Flatt, Riickert, Harless, and Olshausen, as 
the genitive of apposition, and as referring to the Holy Spivit. 
The Greek fathers, and Meyer, render—“ through our feeling 
of divine assistance.” Chrysostom says— that spirit which 
is supplied to the members from the head, touches, or com- 
municates itself to each single member, and thus actuates it.” 
Their idea is, through the joint or bond of union, which is the 
supply or aid of the Holy Spirit. We prefer taking éxvyo- 
pnytas as the genitive of use—compacted together by every 
joint which .serves for supply. John v. 29; Heb. ix. 21; 
Winer, §.30, 2b. "Esrvyopnyia is thus the assistance which 
the joints give in compacting and organizing the body. So 
in Col. i. 19—6:a rov adav Kal cvvdécpar érvyopnyobpevoy. 
Such is also the general view of Grotius, Zanchius, Calvin, 
Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Ellicott. We understand 
it thus—F'rom whom all the body, mutually adapted in all its 
parts, and closely compacted by means of every joint whose 
function it is to afford such aid— 
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nar’ évépyerav év wétpp évds éExdorov pépovs— according 
_ to eriergy in the measure of each individual part.” The MSS. 
A and C, with others of less note, along with the Vulgate, 
Coptic, and Syriac versions, and Chrysostom, Jerome, and 
Pelagius, read yédous, which fits the passage so well as an 
explanation of pépous, that we can easily conceive how it was 
introduced. Rickert and Bretschneider take kat’ évépyecav 
as an adverbial phrase, but without any real ground. The 
noun has been explained under i. 19, ili. 7 It signifies 
“‘inworking”’—effectual influence or operation, and is a 
modal explanation attached to the following verb. No article 
is between it and the following noun indicating unity of con- 
ception. ’Ev wétp~— in the measure of every one part,” a 
plain reference to ver. 7. Bernhardy, p. 211. The connection 
has been variously supposed:—1. Harless takes the phrase in 
connection with the participle cuvBiBafopuevov. Such a con- 
nection is, we think, fallacious, for the compactness and the 
union of the body depend on the functional assistance of the 
joints, not merely on the energy which pervades each part of 
the body, and which to each part is apportioned. But the 
growth depends on this évépyesa, or distributed vital power, 
and so we prefer to connect the clause with the following 
verb-— maketh increase.”” And it puzzles us to discover any 
reason why Harless should understand by the “ parts” of the 
body, the pastors and teachers mentioned in ver. 11. Such 
an idea wholly mars. the unity of the figure. 2. Others, 
among whom: are Stier, Flatt, and Matthies, join the phrase 
to ézuyopnyias, as if the assistance given by the joints were 
according to this energy. ‘To this we have similar objection, 
and we would naturally have expected the repetition of the 
article, though it is not indispensable. “Energy,” “measure,” 
“part,” belong rather to the idea of growth than to stability. 
This energy is supposed by some, such as Theophylact, Gro- 
tius, and Beza, to be that of Christ, and Zanchius.takes along 
with this the reflex operation of grace among the members of 
the church. ‘The whole body— 

Thy avbenaow Tod cHpaTos Totetrat—* carries on the increase 
of the body.” Col. ii. 19. Though cova was the nominative, 
o®paros is repeated in the genitive—the body maketh increase 
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of the body, even of itself. Luke iii, 19; John ix. 5; Winer, 
§ 22, 2; Bornemann, Scholia in Luc. xxx. p. 5. The sentence 
being so long, the noun is repeated, especially as éavrov occurs 
in the subsequent clause. The use of the middle voice 
indicates either that the growth is of internal origin, and is 
especially its own—it makes growth “ for itself,” or a special 
intensity of idea is intended. See under ili. 18; Kriiger, 
§ 52, 8, 4. The middle voice in this verb often seems to 
have little more than the active signification (Passow, sub 
voce), but the proper sense of the middle is here to be acknow- 
ledged, signifying either that the growth is produced from vital 
power within the body, or denoting the spiritual energy with 
which the process is carried on. Winer, § 38, 5, note. The 
body, so organized and compacted, developes the body’s growth 
according to the vital energy which is measured out to each 
one of its parts. The purpose of this growth is now stated— 

els oikodouny éavrod éy ayamn—* for the building up of 
itself in love.” The phrase é€y dyday, however, plainly 
connects this verse with the preceding one. Meyer errs in 
connecting év ayday with the verb or the whole clause. ‘The 
words are the solemn close, and the verb has been twice 
conditioned already. Love is regarded still as the element in 
which growth is made. And it is not to be taken here in any 
restricted aspect, for it is the Christian grace viewed in its 
widest relations—the fulfilment of the law. Such we conceive 
to be the general meaning of the verse. 

The figure is a striking one. The body derives its vitality 
and power of development from the head. See under i. 22, 
23. The church has a living connection with its living Head, 
and were such a union dissolved, spiritual death would be the 
‘immediate result. The body is fitly framed together and 
compacted by the functional assistance of the joints. Its 
various members are not in mere juxtaposition, like the 
several pieces of a marble statue. No portion is superfluous; 
each is in its fittest place, and the position and relations of 
none could be altered without positive injury. “ Fearfully 
and wonderfully made,” it has its hard framework of bone so 
formed as to protect its vital organs in the thorax and skull, 
and yet so united by “curiously wrought” joints, as to 
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possess freedom of motion both in its vertebral column and 
limbs. But it is no ghastly and repulsive skeleton, for it is 
clothed with flesh and fibre, which are fed from ubiquitous 
vessels, and interpenetrated with nerves—the. spirit’s own 
sensational agents and messengers. It is a mechanism in 
which all is so finely adjusted, that every part helps and is 
helped, strengthens and is strengthened, the invisible action of 
the pores being as indispensable as the mass of the brain and. 
the pulsations of the heart. When the commissioned nerve 
moves the muscle, the hand and foot need the vision to guide 
them, and the eye, therefore, occupies the elevated position of 
. @ sentinel. How this figure is applicable to the church may 
be seen under a different image at ii. 21. The church enjoys 
a similar. compacted organization—all about her, in doctrine, 
discipline, ordinance, and enterprise, possessing mutual adap- 
tation, and showing harmony of structure and power of 
increase, | 

: “The body maketh increase of the body ”’ according to the 
energy which is distributed to every part in its own pro- 
portion. Corporeal growth is not effected by additions from: 
without, ‘The body itself elaborates the materials of its own 
development. Its stomach digests the food, and the numerous 
absorbents extract and assimilate its nourishment. It grows, 
each part according to its nature and uses. The head does: 
not swell into the dimensions of the trunk, nor does the 
“little finger’? become “ thicker than the loins.” Each has 
the size that adapts it to its uses, and brings it into symmetry 
with the entire living organism. And every part grows. The 
sculptor works upon a portion only of the block at a time, 
and, with laborious effort, brings out in slow succession the 
likeness of a feature or a limb, till the statue assumes its 
intended aspect and attitude. But the plastic energy of nature 
presents no such graduated forms of operation, and needs no 
supplement of previous defects. Even in the embryo the 
organization is perfect, though it is in miniature, and har- 
monious growth only is required. For the “energy” is in 
every part at once, but in every part in due apportionment. 
So the’ church universal has in it a divine energy, and that in 
all its parts, by which its spiritual development is secured. In 
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pastors and people, in missionaries and catechists, in instructors 
of youth and in the youth themselves, this divine principle 
has diffused itself, and produces everywhere proportionate 
advancement. And no ordinance or member is superfluous. 
Blessing is invoked on the word preached, and the eucharist 
is the complement of baptism. Praise is the result of prayer, 
and the “keys” are made alike to open and to shut. Of old 
the princes and heroes went to the field, and “ wise-hearted 
women did spin.” While Joshua fought, Moses prayed. The 
snuffers and trays were as necessary as the magnificent lamp- 
stand. The rustic style of Amos the herdsman has its place 
in Scripture, as well as the polished paragraphs of the royal 
preacher. The widow’s mite was commended by Him who 
sat over against the treasury. Solomon builta temple. Joseph 
provided a tomb. Mary the mother gave birth to the child, 
and the othet Marys wrapt the corpse in spices. Lydia 
entertained the apostle, and Phoebe carried an epistle. <A 
basket was as necessary for Paul’s safety at one time as his 
burgess ticket and a troop of cavalry at another. And the 
result is, that the church is built up, for love is the element of 
spiritual progress. That love fills the renewed nature, and 
possesses peculiar facilities of action in “ edifying” the mys- 
tical body of Christ. And, lastly, the figure is intimately 
connected with the leading idea of the preceding paragraph, 
and presents a final argument on behalf of the unity of the 
church. The apostle speaks of but one body—rap 76 cdma. 
Whatever parts it may have, whatever their form, uses, and 
position, whatever the amount of energy resident in them, 
still, from their connection with the one living Head, and from 
_ their own compacted union and mutual adjustment, they com- 
pose but’ one growing structure “in love :”— 
“Tm apt to think, the man 

That could surround the sum of things, and spy 

The heart of God and secrets of His empire, 

Would speak but love. With him the bright result 


Would change the hue of intermediate scenes, 
And make one thing of all theology.” 


(Ver. 17.) Todro ody Aéyo—* This, then, I say.” The 
apostle now recurs to the inculcation of many special and. 
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important duties, or as Theodoret writes—mdaw dvédaBe; and 
he begins with the statement of some general principles. The 
singular rodro gives a species of unity and emphasis to the 
following admonitions, for it here refers to succeeding state- 
ments, as in 1 Cor. vil. 29; 1 Thess. iv. 15. Other examples 
may be seen in Winer, § 23,4. Odv is not merely resumptive 
of the ethical tuition begun in ver. 1, (Donaldson, § 548), but it 
has reference also to the previous paragraph from ver. 4 to 16, 
which, thrown out as a digression from ver. 3, runs at length 
into an argument for the exhortations which follow. Grant- 
ing, as Ellicott contends, that grammatically ody is only 
resumptive, it may be admitted that such a resumption is 
modified by the sentiment of the intervening verses. The 
apostle in resuming cannot forget the statements just made 
by. him—the destined perfection of the church, its present 
advancement, with truth for its nutriment and love for its 
sphere, and its close and living connection with its glorified 
Head. How emphatic is his warning to forsake the sins and 
sensualities of surrounding heathendom! Rom. xii. 3— 

_ Aéyo Kal paptipopar év Kupio—I say and testify in the’ 
Lord.” Rom. ix. 1; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 1 Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim.. 
ii. 14, iv. 1. The apostle does not mean to call the Lord to 
witness, as if év Kupi@ could mean “by the Lord,” as Theodoret 
and some of his imitators render it; but he solemnly charges 
“in the Lord ’’—the Lord being the element in which the. 
charge is delivered— 

penkére buds wepirrately Kalas Kabra. dour €Ovn wepurraret 

—that ye walk no longer as also the other Gentiles walk.” 
1 Peter iv. 3. It is to the Gentile portion of the church that 
the apostle addresses himself. The adverb pyxérs “ no longer,” 
is here used with the infinitive, though often with fva,and the © 
subjunctive. The infinitive which grammatically is the object 
of Aéyo, expresses not so much what is, as what ought to be. 
Bernhardy, p. 871; Phryn. ed. Lobeck, p. 371; Winer, § 45, 2; 
Donaldson, § 584. They once walked as Gentiles, but they 
were to walk so no longer. The verb. epurareiy, in its refer- 
ence to habits of life, has been explained under ii. 2. The 
kab after xabos means “also.” Hartung, i. p. 126. In some 
such cases «ai occurs twice, as in Rom. i, 18, on which see 
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the remarks of Fritzsche in his Comment. A, B, Dt, F, G, 
the Coptic, the Vulgate, and most of the Latin fathers omit 
Aourd. But the great majority of MSS. retain it, such as D?, 
D’, H, K, L, and the Greek fathers, with the old Syriac version. 
We therefore prefer, with Tischendorf, to keep it, and we can 
easily imagine a finical reason for its being left out by early 
copyists, as the Ephesian Christians seem by Aourd to be reck~ 
oned among Gentiles yet. But being Gentiles by extraction, 
they are exhorted not to walk as the rest of the Gentiles—- 
such as still remain unconverted or are in the state in which 
they always have been. Just as a modern missionary might 
say to his congregation in Southern Africa, Walk not as the 
other Kaffirs around you. The other Gentiles walked— 

° éy parawrnts Tod voos avtav—“ in the vanity of their 
mind,” The sphere in which they walk is described by év. — 
Rom. i. 21. Nods is not intellect simply, but in the case of 
believers it signifies that portion of the spiritual nature whose 
function is to comprehend and relish divine truth. Usteyi, 
Lehrd. p. 35. Tt is the region of thought, will, and suscepti- 
bility—the mind with its emotional capabilities. Beck, See/enJ. 
p- 49 &c.; Delitasch, Psych., p..244. In the Hebrew psycho- 
logy the intellect and heart were felt to act and react on one 
another, so that we have such phrases as “ an understanding 
heart,” 1 Kings, ili. 9; “hid their heart from understanding,” 
Job, xvii. 4; “the desires of the mind,” Eph. ii. 3, &e.: 
That mind was characterized by “vanity.” Its ideas and 
impulses were perverse and fruitless. We do not, with some 
exegets, restrict this vanity to the Hebrew sense of idolatry— 
ts—or as Theodoret thus defines it—ra yu dvra OcorrowodyTa. 
The meaning seems to be, that all the efforts and operations 
‘of their spiritual nature ended in dreams and disappointment. 
Speculation on the great First Cause, issued in atheism, 
polytheism, and pantheism ; and discussions on the supreme 
good failed to elicit either correct views of man’s intellectual 
nature in its structure, or to train his moral nature to a right 
perception of its capabilities, obligations, and destiny ; while 
the future was either denied in a hopeless grave without a 
resurrection, or was pictured out as the dreary circuit of an 
eternal series of transmigrations, or had .its locality in a 
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shadowy elysium, which, though a scene of classical retire- 
ment, was “earthly, sensual, devilish” —the passions unsub- 
dued, and the heart unsanctified. The ethical and religious 
element of their life was unsatisfactory and cheerless, alike in 

worship and in practice, the same as to present happiness as 
to future prospect, for they knew not “ man’s chief end.” 

(Ver. 18.) "Eoxoriopévos 77} Siavola, é dvTEs dIrNANOT PLOpEeVvOL 
ris fons tod Ocob—“ Darkened in their understanding, and 
being alienated from the life of God.” Critics have differed 
as to which of the two leading perfect participles the participle 
évres should be joined. Many attach it to the first of them, 
such as Clement (Protrept. ix. p. 69), Theodoret, Bengel, 
Harless, Meyer, Stier, De Wette, and the editors Knapp, 
Lachmann, and Tischendorf. In the New Testament, when 
any part of the verb eéué is joined to a participle, it usually 
precedes that participle. Besides, in the twin epistle (Col. i. 
21) the very expression occurs, the second participle being 
regarded as a species of adjective. Nor by such a connection 
is the force of the sentence broken, as Alford contends. For 
the first participle, éoxoTicpévot, assigns a reason for the pre- 
vious clause—darkened, inasmuch as they are darkened;” 
and the second, dzrnANoTpr@pévor, parallel to the first, adjoins 
another reason and yet more emphatically —dvres—being alien- 
ated and remaining so. Winer, § 45,5. The gender is changed 
to the masculine, agreeing in meaning but not in form with 
Ta dota €Oyn, and the entire sense is often said to be a 
species of parallelism, which might be thus arranged— 

| Having been darkened in their understanding, 
By the ignorance that is in them, 


Forasmuch as they have been alienated from the life of God, 
By the hardness of their heart. 


Bengel and Olshausen arrange the verse thus, and Jebb 
calls it an “alternate quatrain.” Sacred Literature, p. 192, ed. 
London, 1831. Forbes, Symmetrical Structure of Scripture, 
'p. 21. But such an artificial construction, though it may 
happen in Hebrew poetry, can scarcely be expected to be 
found in a letter. Nor does it, as Meyer well argues, yield 
a good sense. According to such a construction, “the igno- 


rance that is in them” must be regarded as the cause or 
Z 
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instrument of their being darkened in their understanding. 
But this reverses the process described by the apostle, for 
ignorance is the effect, and not the cause, of the obscuration. 
Shadow results from darkening or the interception of light. 
De Wette tries to-escape the difficulty by saying that adyvora 
is rather theoretic ignorance, while the first clause has closer 
reference to what is practical; but it is impossible to establish 
such a distinction on sufficient authority. We therefore take 
the clauses as the apostle has placed them. Avcavoig, explained 
under ii, 3, and i. 18, is the dative expressive of sphere. Winer, 
§ 31,3. The word here, both from the figurative term joined 
with it, and from the language of the following clause, seems 
to refer more to man’s intellectual nature, and is so far dis- 
tinguished from vods before it and xapdla coming after it. 
See Rom. i. 21, and xi. 10. Other instances of similar usage 
' among the classics may be seen in the lexicons. Deep shadow 
lay upon the Gentile mind, unrelieved save by some fitful 
gleams which genius occasionally threw across it, and which 
‘were succeeded only by profounder darkness. A child in the 
lowest form of a Sunday school, will answer questions with 
which the greatest minds of the old heathen world grappled 
in vain. 

And that darkness of mind was associated with spiritual 
apostasy. The participle amrn\XoTprwpévos has been explained 
in our remarks on ii. 12, and there it occurs also in a descrip- 
tion of Gentile condition. Zw rod @cod is not a life according 
to God—7 xara Oedv Soy, or a virtuous life, as Theodoret, 
Theophylact, and others, describe it; nor is it merely “ a life 
which God approves,” as is held by Koppe, Wahl, Morus, 
Scholz, Whitby, and Chandler. The term does not refer to 
course or tenor of conduct—Plos—but to the element or prin- 
ciple of divine life within us. Vémel, Synon. Warterb, p. 168. 
Nor has the opinion of Erasmus any warrant, that the genitive 
is in apposition—vera vita, qui est Deus. The genitive Ocod is 
genitivus auctoris—that of origin, as is rightly held by Meyer, 
De Wette, Harless, Riickert, and Olshausen. It is that life 
from God which existed in unfallen man, and re-exists in all 
believers who are in fellowship with God—the life which 
results from the operation and indwelling of the Holy Ghost. 
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Compare ii. 1-5; Trench, Syn. § xxviii. Harless will not 
admit any allusion to regeneration in this life, but refers us to 
the Logos in whom is “ the life of men.” Granted; but that 
light only penetrates, and that life only pulsates, through the 
applying energies of the Holy Ghost. The Gentile world 
having severed itself from this life was spiritually dead, and 
therefore a sepulchral pall was thrown over its intellect, 

There could be no light in their mind, because there was no 
life in their hearts, for the life in the ‘Logos is the light of 
men. The heart reacts on the intellect. And the apostle now 
gives the reason— 

— Oa THY ayvoway Tip obcay év adbrois, Sia THY Tdpwcw Ths 
Kapdias avtav— through the ignorance which is in them, 
. through the hardness of their hearts.” These clauses assign 
the reason for their alienation from the divine life—first, 
ignorance of God; His character, and dispensations; this 
ignorance being “ in them ”—7r7v odcay (dyes being already 
employed)—as a deep-seated element of their moral condition, 

In reference to immortality, for example, how sad their igno- 
rance, Thus Moschus sighs— 


“ One rest we keep, 
One long, eternal, unawakened sleep.” 


Nox est perpetua, una, dormienda, sobs Catullus. ‘T'he second 
clause commencing with Sid assigns a co-ordinate and expla- 
natory second reason for their alienation from the life of 
God—the hardness of their hearts. [Ilapwovs—obtuseness or 
callousness, not blindness, as if from swpos (Fritzsche ad 
Rom. xi. 7), is a very significant term—their 7épwors having, 
as Theodoret says, no feeling—S.id 7d ravrerds veverpdabat. 
The unsusceptibility of an indurated heart was the ultimate 
cause of their lifeless and ignorant state. The disease began 
in the callous heart. It hardened itself against impression 
and warning, left the mind uninformed and indifferent, alien- 
ated itself from the life of God, and was at last shrouded 
in the shadow of death. Surely the Ephesians were not 
to walk as the other Gentiles placed in this hapless and 
degraded state. This view of the Gentile world differs from 
that given in chap. ii. This has more reference to inner 
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condition, while that in the preceding chapter characterizes 
principally the want of external privilege with its sad results, 

(Ver. 19.) Olrwes darndynxétes, éavtods TapéSmxav TH 
acenyela—“ Who as being past feeling have given themselves 
over to uncleanness.” Tor danaAynkétes, the Codices D, EH, 
read dmndrixores, and F, G, a@ndmixdres; the Vulgate with 
its desperantes, and the Syriac with its Gmtach aoc, 
follow such a reading. But the preponderance of evidence is 
on the side of the Textus Receptus, which is also vindicated 
by Jerome, who, following out the etymology of the word, 
defines it in the following terms—A7 sunt, qui postquam pecca-. 
verint, non dolent. The heathen sinners are described as being 
a class—oirwes—beyond shame, or the sensation of regret. 
Kiihner, § 781, 4, 5. The apathy which characterized them 
only induced a deeper recklessness, for they abandoned them-~ — 
selves to lasciviousuess ; éavrous being placed, as Meyer says, 
mit abschreckendem Nachdruck—with terrific emphasis. Sub- 
jection to this species of vice is represented as a divine pun- 
ishment in the first. chapter of the epistle to the Romans - 
—“God gave them up to it.” But here their own conscious. . 
self-abandonment is brought out—they gave themselves up to — 
lasciviousness, Self-abandonment to deeper sin is the divine 
judicial penalty of sin. ’AceAryeda is insolence (Joseph. Antig. 
iv. 612, xviii. 18, 1; Plutarch, Alcibiades, viii.), and then 
lust, open and unrestrained. Trench, Syn. § xvi. Lobeck ad 
Phryn., p. 184, This form of vice was predominant in the 
old heathen world, and was indulged in without scruple or 
reserve. Rom. i. 24, xiii. 13; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal.v.19. The 
apostle introduces it here as a special instance of that degraded 
spiritual state which he had just described in the former verse. 

eis épyaciay axabapolas mdéons— to the working of all 
uncleanness.” Eis denotes purpose, “in order to ”’—adons’ 
being placed after the noun, and not, as more usually, before 
it. "Epyacia is not a trade, as in Acts xix. 25, nor the gain of 
traffic, but as in Septuagint, Exodus xxvi. 1; 1 Chron. vi. 49, 
"Axabapaia in Matt, xxiii. 27, signifies the loathsome impurity: 
of a sepulchre; but otherwise in the New Testament, and the 
instances are numerous, it usually denotes the special sin of 
lewdness or unchastity. The vice generally is named lascivi~ 


EPHESIANS IV. 19. 341 


ousness, but there were many shapes of it, arid they wrought 
it in all its forms. Liven its most. brutal modes were famous 
ainong them, as the apostle has elsewhere indicated. The 
refinements of art too often ministered to such grovelling pur- 
suits, The naked statues of the goddesses were not exempted 
from tape (Lucian, Amores, 15, p. 272, vol. v. ed. Bipont.), anid. 
‘many-pictures of their divinities were but the excitements of 
sensual gratifications. The most honoured symbols in their 
processions and worship were the obscenest, and thus it was 
in India, Asia Minor, Greece, Egypt, and Etruria. There 
was a brisk female trade in potions to induce ‘sterility or 
barrenness. In fact, one dares not describe the forms, and 
scenes, and temptations of impurity, or even translate what 
classical poets and historians have revealed without a blush. 
The relics preserved from Herculaneum and Pompeii tell a 
similar tale, and are so gross that they cannot meet the public 
eye. The reader will see some awful revelations in Tholuck’s 
Tract on Heathenism, published in Neandei’s Denkwiir'dig- 
keiten, and translated in the 2nd vol. of the American Bib. 
Repository. Who can forget the sixth satire of Juvenal ? 
"Ev wreoveFla—* in. greediness "—the spirit in which they 
gave themselves up to wantonness. The explanation of this 
word. is attended with difficulty :—1. Many refer the term to 
the greed of gain derived from prostitution, and both sexes 
were guilty of this abomination. Such is the view of Grotius, 
Bengel, Koppe, Chandler, Stolz, Flatt, Meier, and Baehr. 
2. The Greek commentators educe the sense of dwetpfa—insa- 
tiableness; and also Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Réell, 
Crocius, Harless, Stier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, and 
Trench, Syn., xxiv. Suicer, in his Thesaurus, says, “ that 
such a meariing was no uncommon one among the Greek 
fathers,” but they seem to have got it from the earlier inter- 
pretations of this very verse. The meaning assigned it by 
the Greek fathers cannot be sustained by the scriptural usage 
to which appeal is made, as 1 Cor. v. 10; Eph. v. 3—as in 
the first instance it is disjoined by # from épvos, but joined 
by «at to the following adpwafw according to preponderant 
authority. In this epistle, y. 2, mopveia and dxabapoia 
are joined by xaé, but dissociated from weoveEla by 7j—and 
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in v. 5, wacovéxrns is termed an idolater. See under Col: 
iii, 5. See Ellicott. 8. Olshausen takes it a8 meaning 
“ physical avidity, pampering one’s self with meat and drink, 
or that luxury and high feeding by which lust is provoked.” 
This last meaning suits well, and embodies a terrible and 
disgusting truth, but it takes weove&/a in a'sense which can- 
not be borne out. Beza and Aretius render it certatim, as if 
the heathen outvied one another in impurity. 4. We prefer 
the common meaning of the noun—“ greediness.” | This 
spirit of covetous extortion was an accompaniment of their 
sensual indulgences. Self was the prevailing power—the 
gathering in of all possible objects and enjoyments on one’s 
self was the absorbing occupation. This accompaniment of 
sensualism sprang from the same root with itself, and was but 
another form of its development. The heathen world mani- 
fested the intensest spirit of acquisition. It showed itself in 
its unbounded licentiousness, and in its irrepressible thirst of 
gold. There might be reckless and profligate expenditure on 
wantonness and debauchery, but it was combined with insa- 
tiable cupidity. Its sensuality was equalled by its sordid greed 
—-m)éov, more; that point gained, wAéov—more still. Self 
in everything, God in nothing. | 

(Ver. 20.) “Lpets 88 oby obras eudbere tov Xprordv—* But 
ye did not thus learn Christ.” Aé is adversative, and dpeis 
is placed emphatically. Xpuordés ig not simply the doctrine 
or religion of Christ, as is the view of Crellius and Schlich- 
ting, nor is it merely dper7—virtue, as Origen conceives it 
(Catena, ed. Cramer, Oxford, 1842), but Christ Himself. Col. 
ii. 6. See also Phil. iii. 10. Harless even, Riickert, Meier, 
and Matthies, take the verb pavOdvw in the sense of “to 
learn to know ”—“ ye have not thus learned to know Christ.” 
But this would elevate a mere result or reference to be part 
of the translation. The knowledge of Christ is the effect of 
learning Christ ; but it is of the process, not of its effect, that 
the apostle here speaks. Christ was preached, and Christ was 
learned by the audience—otrws. The manner of their learning 
is indicated—“ Ye have not learned Christ so as to walk any 
more like the rest of the Genjiles.” ‘Your lessons have not 
been of such a character—they have been given in a very 
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different form, and’ accompanied with a very different result. 
Once dark, dead, dissolute, and apathetic, they had learned 
Christ as the light and the life—as the purifier and perfecter 
of His pupils. ‘The following division of this clause is a vain 
attempt—opets ¢ ody obras [érre]—“ but ye are not so; "— 
ye have learned Christ. Yet such an exegesis has the great 
names of Beza and Gataker in its support. Adversaria Sacra, 
p- 158. 

(Ver. 21.) Hive abrov jrotcare— lf indeed Him ye have 

heard ;”” not in living person, but embodied and presented in 
the apostolical preaching. 1 Cor. i. 23. The particle eiye does 
not directly assert, but rather takes for granted that what is 
assumed is true. See under iil. 2. 
. Kal éy abr@ eddy Onre—* and in Him were taught.” Ep 
air®@ signifies, as in other previous portions of the epistle— 
“in Him,” that is, “in union with Him;” i. 7, &e. It does 
not mean “ by Him,” as is the rendering of the English ver- 
sion, and of Castalio, who translates—ad eo, and of Beza, one 
of whose versions is—per eum. Still less can the words bear 
the translation—about Him, It denotes, as is proved by 
Harless, Olshausen, and Matthies, preceded by Bucer—“ in 
Him.” Winer, §48, a. It is the spiritual sphere or condition 
in which they were taught. They had not received a mere 
theoretic tuition, The hearing is so far only external, but 
being “in Him,” they were effectually taught. One with 
Him in spirit, they were fitted to become one with Him in 
mind, ‘The interpretation of Olshausen gives the words a 
doctrinal emphasis and esoterism of meaning which they 
cannot by any means bear. The hearing Christ and in Him 
being taught, are equivalent to learning Christ, in the pre- 
vious verse—are rather the two stages of instruction. 

The connection of this clause with the next clause, and 
with the following verse, has originated a great variety of 
criticisms. The most probable interpretation is that of Beza, 
Koppe, Flatt, Harless, Olshausen, De Wette, and Winer, and 
may be thus expressed: “If indeed ye heard Him, and in 
Him were taught, as there is truth in Jesus—taught that ye 
put off the old man.” This appears to be the simplest and 
most natural construction. The apostle had been describing 
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the gloom, death, and impurity of surrounding heathenism.: 
His counsel is, that the Ephesian converts were not to walk 
in such a sphere; and his argument is, they had been better 
tutored, for they learned Christ, had heard Him, and in Him: 
had been taught that they should cast off the old man, the 
governing ‘principle in the period of their irregeneracy, when 
they did walk as the other Gentiles walked. Meyer and Baum- 
garten-Crusius, preceded by Anselm, Vatablus, and Bullinger, 
however, connect dzro6écaz in the following verse with arjGeca 
—it is “the truth in Jesus, that ye put off the old man;” 
thus making it the subject of the sentence. The instances 
adduced. by: Raphelius of such a construction in Herodotus are 
scarcely to the point, and presuppose that dd70eva has the same 
signification as the term vojsos employed by the historian. 
Meyer lays stress on the ids, but it is added to mark the 
antithesis between their present.and former state. It is cer- 
tainly more natural to connect it with the preceding verb, 
but we cannot accede to the view of Bengel, a-Lapide, Stier, 
and Zachariae, who join it with waprdpoyas in ver. 17, for in 
that case there would be a long and awkward species of paren- 
thesis. “ Taught" — 

abs éorw aanbea év tS “Inood—“ as there is truth in 
Jesus.” We cannot but regard the opinion of De Wette, 
‘Harless, and Olshausen as defective, in so far as it restricts 
the meaning of dAjOera too much to moral truth or holiness. 
“What in Jesus,” says Olshausen, “is truth and not sem- 
blance, is to become truth also in believers.” The idea of 
Harless is, “ As there is truth in Jesus, so on your part put off 
the old man ;” implying a peculiar comparison between Jesus 
and the Ephesian believers addressed. This is not very 
different from the paraphrase of Jerome— Quomodo est veritas 
in Jesu sic ertt et in nobis qui didicistis Christum ; nor is the 
paraphrase of Hstius greatly dissimilar. The notions of the 
Greek fathers are narrower still. C&cumenius makes it the 
same as duxatoctvn. It means 7d dp0ds Biodv, says Chry- 
sostom ; and the same view, with some unessential variety, is 
expressed by Luther, Camerarius, Raphelius, Wolf, ‘Storr, 
Flatt, Riickert, Meier, and Holzhausen. But the noun 
adnGea does not usually bear such a meaning in the New | 
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Testanient, not does the context necessarily restrict it here. 
It is directly in contrast not only with dadrys in the next 
verse, but with év warawrnti—éoKxoriopuéevot-—dayvoa in vers. 
17,18. Nor can the word bear the meaning assigned to it by 
those who make dmofécOa: depend upon it—their render- 
ing being, “If indeed ye heard Him, and in Him were 
taught, as it is truth in Jesus for you to put off the old man.” 
‘The meaning held by Meyer is,-that unless the old man is 
laid off, there is no true fellowship in Jesus. But this notion 
elevates an inference to the rank of a fully expressed idea. 
We take ai7Geva in its common meaning of spiritual truth, 
that truth which the mediatorial scheme embodies—truth in 
all its own fulness and circuit; that truth especially which 
lodged in the man Jesus—dr7Oea and év rp Inood being one 
conception. The words év r@ “Incod express the relation 
of the truth to Christ, not in any sense the fellowship of 
believers with Him. The historical name of the Saviour 
is employed, as if to show that this truth had dwelt with 
humanity, and in Him whom, as Christ, the apostles preached, 
and whom these Ephesians had heard and learned. We find 
the apostle commencing his hideous portraiture of the heathen 
world by an assertion that they were the victims of mental 
vanity, that they had darkened intellects, and that there was 
ignorance in them. But those believers, who had been 
brought over from among them into the fold of Christ, were 
enlightened by the truth as well as guided by it, and must 
have felt the power and presence of that truth in the illumina- 
tion of their minds as well as in the renewal of their hearts 
and the direction of their lives. Why, then, should this 
same a\70ea be taken here in a limited and merely ethical 
sense? It wants the article, indeed, but still it may bear the 
meaning we have assigned it. The article is in F, G, but 
with no authority. 

The phrase, xaOos éoruy anjOeva év tS Inood, points out 
the mode of tuition which they had enjoyed. The meaning 
of xafos may be seen under i. 4, and here it is a predicate of 
manner attached to the preceding verb. It stands in contrast 
to ody obras in ver. 20—“ ye have not so learned’”—ye have 
not learned Him in such a way—ovy ob rws—as to feel a license 
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to walk like the other Gentiles, but ye heard Him, and in Him 
were taught in this way—xaes—as there is truth in Him. 
It tells the kind of teaching which they had enjoyed, and the 
next verse contains its substance. Their teaching was not 
according to falsehood, nor according to human invention, but 
according to truth, brought down to men, fitted to men, and 
communicated to men, by its being lodged in the man Jesus. 
They were in Him—the Christ—and so came into living 
contact with that truth which was and is in Jesus. This 
appears on the whole to be a natural and harmonious inter- 
pretation, and greatly preferable to that of Calixtus, Vatablus, 
Piscator, Wolf, and others, who give xa0ws the sense of “that” 
—quod ; ye have been taught that there is truth in Jesus, or 
what the truth in Jesus really is. Such a version breaks up 
the continuity both of thought and syntax, and is not equal 
to that of Flatt and Riickert, who give the cafés an argu- 
mentative sense—‘ And ye in Him have been taught, for 
there is truth in Him.” Calvin, Rollock, Zanchius, Mac- 
knight, Rosenmiiller, and others, falsely suppose the apostle 
to refer in. this verse to two kinds of religious knowledge— 
one vain and allied still to carnality, and the other genuine 
and sanctifying in its nature. Credner’s opinion is yet wider 
of the mark, for he supposes that the apostle refers to the 
notion of an ideal Messiah, and shows its nullity by naming 
him Jesus. “Taught ”—_ 

(Ver. 22.) ’AsroBécOat tuas— That you put off.” The 
infinitive denoting the substance of what they had been thus 
taught (Donaldson, § 584; Winer, 44, 3), is falsely rendered 
as a formal imperative by Luther, Zeger, and the Vulgate. 
Bernhardy, p. 358. Our previous version, “ have put,” is 
not as Alford says of it, “inconsistent with the context, 
as.in ver. 25,” for perfect change is not inconsistent with 
imperfect development. But as Madvig, to whom Ellicott 
refers, says, § 172, b.—the aorist infinitive in such a case 
“ differs from the present only as denoting a single transient 
action.” See on Phil. iii. 16. It is contrary alike to sense 
and syntax on the part of Storr and Flatt, to take duds 
as governed by dmofécbar—“ that you put off yourselves!” 
and it is a dilution of the meaning to supply Set, with 
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Piscator. ’ArroOécOar and évdicacOat axe figurative terms 
placed in vivid contrast. “Azo0éc0au is to put off, as one puts 
off clothes. Rom. xiii. 1214; Col. iii. 8 ; James, i. 21. Wet- 
stein adduces examples of similar imagery from the classics, 
and the Hebrew has an analogous usage. The figure has its 
origin in daily life, and not, as some fanciful critics allege, in 
any special instances of change of raiment at baptism, the 
race-course, or the initiation of proselytes. Selden, de Jure 
Gentium, &c. lib. ii. 5; Vitringa, Observat. Sac. 139, “That 
you put off’— | 

Kata Thy wpotépay avaotpopiy Tov madaioy dvOpwrrov— 
‘Cag yegards your former conversation, the old man.” It is 
contrary to the ordinary laws of language to translate these 
words as if the apostle had written—rov madatov dvOpwrrov 
Tov Kata mpotépav dvaotpopyy. Yet this has been done by 
Jerome and Cicumenius, Grotius and Estius, Koppe, Rosen- 
miiller, and Bloomfield. "Avaorpépw occurs under ii. 3. Gal. 
i, 13; 1 Tim. iv. 12; Suicer, sub voce. This former conver- 
sation is plainly their previous heathen or unconverted state. 
The apostle says, they were not now to live like the rest of 
heathendom, for they had been instructed to put off as regards 
their manner of life, “the old man ”—rév wadaudv dvOpwrrov. 
Rom. vi. 6; Col. iii. 9. The meaning of a somewhat similar 
idiom—o éow dvOpwiros—may be seen under iii. 16. Rom. — 
vii. 22. It is needless to seek the origin of this peculiar phrase 
in any recondite or metaphysical conceptions. It has its 
foundation in our own consciousness, and in our own attempts 
to describe or contrast its different states, and is similar to our 
current usage, as when we speak of our “former self” and 
our “present self,” or when we speak of a man’s being 
“beside himself” or coming “to himself.’’ It does not sur- 
prise us to find similar language in the Talmud, such as— 
“the old Adam,” &c. Schoetigen, Hor. Heb. 516; Tr. Jova- 
moth, 62. Phraseology not unlike occurs also among the 
classics. Diogenes Laertius, 9, 66. The words are, therefore, 
a bold and vivid personification of the old nature we inherit 
from Adam, the source and seat of original and actual trans- 
gression. The exegesis of many of the older commentators does 
not come up to the full idea.. This “self” or man is “old,” 
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not simply old in sin, as Jerome and Photius imagine—éy 
vais dpaptiats Tadatwbels—-but as existing prior to our con~ 
verted state, and as Athanasius says—rov dd Tis mracews 
Tov 'Addp yeyevvnuévov—yet not simply original sin. This 
old mah within us is a usurper, and is to be expelled. As 
the Greek scholiast says, the old man is not vous in its 
essential meaning, but—r7js dpaprias évépyaca, With all 
his instincts and principles, he is to be cast off, for he is de- 
scribed as— . 7 

Tov POetpouevov Kata Tas émiOuplas Tijs deren being 
corrupt according to the lusts of deceit.” Kara ras és 
Ovpias stands in contrast with card @eédy in ver. 24, and tijs 
amdrns with tijs ddnGelas of the same verse. The old man is 
growing corrupt, and this being his constant condition and 
characteristic, the present tense is employed—the corruption 
is becoming more corrupt. And this corruption does not | 
describe merely the unhappy state of the old man, for, as 
Olshausen remarks, this opinion of Harless is superficial. 
The old man is “ corrupt,” filled with that sin which contains 
in it the elements of its own punishment, and he is unfitted 
by this condition for serving God, possessing the divine life, 
or enjoying happiness. That corruption is described in some 
of its features in verses 17 and 18. But the apostle adds more 
specifically —“ according to the lusts of deceit.” The prepo- 
sition xata& does not seem to have a causal significance. 
Harless indeed ascribes to it a causal relation, but it seems to 
have simply its common meaning of “according to” or “in 
accordance with.” Winer, § 49, a. "Er@vyia is irregular and 
excessive desire. Olshausen is wrong in confining the term 
to sensual excesses, for he is obliged to modify the apostle’s 
statement, and say, that “from such forms of sin individual 
Gentiles were free, and so were the mass of the Jewish 
nation.” But éwiOuyla is not necessarily sensual desire. 
Where it has such a meaning—as in Rom. i. 24; 1 Thess. 
iv. 5—the signification is determined by the context. The 
“lusts of the flesh” are not restricted to fleshly longings. 
Gal. v. 16,24. ‘The term is a general one, and signifies those 
strong and self-willed desires and appetites which distinguish 
unrenewed humanity. Rom. vi. 12, vii. 7; 1 Tim. vi. 95 
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Tit, iii, 8. The genitive—rfs dardrys—may be, as Meyer 
takes it, the genitive of subject, ddrn being personified. 
Though it is a noun of quality, it is not to be looked on as 
the mere genitive of quality. These lusts are all connected 
with that deceit which is characteristic of sin; a deceit which 
it has lodged in man’s fallen nature—the. offspring of that 
first and fatal lie which— 


“Brought death into the world and all our woe.” 


Heb. iii. 18; 2 Cor. xi. 3. This “deceit” which tyrannizes over 
the old man, as the truth guides and governs the new man 
(ver. 24), is something deeper than the erroneous and seduc- 

tive teaching of heathen priests and philosophers. ‘These 
“ lusts of deceit’ seduce and ensnare under false pretensions. 
There is the lust of gain, sinking into avarice ; of power swell- 
ing into ruthless and cruel tyranny; of pleasure falling into 
beastly sensualism. Nay, every strong passion that fills the 
spirit to the exclusion of God is a “lust.” Alas! this deceit 
ig not simply error. It has assumed many guises. It gives 
a refined name to grossness, calls sensualism gallantry, and 
it hails drunkenness as good cheer. It promises fame and 
renown to one class, wealth and power to another, and tempts 
a third onward by the prospect of brilliant discovery. But 
genuine satisfaction is never gained, for God is forgotten, and 
these desires and pursuits leave their victim in disappointment 
and chagrin. “ Vanity of vanities,” cried Solomon in vexation, 

after all his experiments on the swmmum bonum. “T will pull 

down my barns, and build greater,” said another in the idea 

that he had “ much good laid up for many years;” and yet, in 

the very night of his fond imaginings, “his soul was required of 

him.” Belshazzar drank wine with his grandees, and perished 
in his revelry. The prodigal son, who for pleasure and inde- 

pendence had left his father’s house, sank into penury and 

degradation, and he, a child of Abraham, fed swine to a 

heathen master. . 

(Ver. 23.) ’AvaveotoOat 5é 7B rvevpate TO vods tuav— 

“ And be renewing in the spirit of your mind.” This passive 

(not middle) infinitive present still depends on éd:ddyOnre—8é 

being adversative, as the apostle passes from the negative to 
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the positive aspect. As Olshausen has observed, all attempts 
to distinguish between dvaveotoOa, and dvaxawotoOar are 
‘needless for the interpretation of this verse, See Trench, Syn. 

xviii. ; Col. iii. 10; Tittmann, p- 60. The ’ava, in composi- 
tion, denotes «“ again’ ’ or “back ”’—restoration to some previous 
state—renovation. See on following verse. Such moral reno- 
vation had its special seat ‘in the spirit of their mind,” This 

very peculiar phrase has been in various ways misunderstood. 

Ciicumenius, Theophylact, Hyperius, Bull, and Ellicott under- 
stand mvedwa of the Holy Ghost, the Spirit renewing the mind 
by dwelling within it—dud rod ‘rvebparos ToD év TD vob Huov 
Karotxovvros. See Fritzsche ad Rom. vol. ii., p. 2. But,- 1 

The zvedua belongs to ourselves—is a portion of us—language 
that can scarcely in such terms be applied to the Spirit of 
God. 2. Nor does Ellicott remove the objection by saying that 
avedwa is not “ the Holy Spirit exclusively, or per se, but as in 
a gracious union with the human spirit.” This idea is in cer- 
tain aspects theologically correct, but is not conveyed by these 
words—zvedua in such a case cannot mean God’s Spirit, for 
it is called rod voos dudv; it is only man’s spirit though it 
be filled with God’s. In Rom. viii. 6, the apostle makes a 
formal distinction. 38. There is no analogous expression. 
None of the genitives following vedua are like this, but often 
denote possession or character, as Spirit of God—Spirit of 
holiness—Spirit of adoption. 4. Nor can we give it the 
meaning which Robinson has assigned it, of “disposition or 
temper.” Quite like himself is the notion of Gfrérer, that. 
mvedyua is but the rabbinical figment of a mx», founded on a 
misinterpretation of Gen. ii. 7, and denoting a kind of divine 
“ breathing” or gift conferred on man about his twentieth 
year. Urchrist. ii. p. 257. 5. Augustine, failing in his usual 
acuteness, identifies rvedua and vots—quia omnis mens spiritus 
est, non autem omnis spiritus mens est, spiritum mentis dicere 
volutt eum spiritum, gue mens vocatur. De Trinitate, lib. xiv. 
cap. 16. Estius follows the Latin father. Grotius and 
Crellius hold a similar view, joined by Koppe and Kiittner, 
who idly make the unusual combination a mere periphrasis. 
6. Ivedua is not loosely, as Riickert and Baumgarten-Crusius 
take it, the better part of the mind, or vods ; nor can we by 
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any means agree with Olshausen, who puts forth the following 
opinion with a peculiar consciousness of its originality and 
appropriateness—“ that mvedua is the substance and vois the’ 
power of the substance.” Such a notion is not supported by 
the biblical psychology. 7. II[vedua is the highest part of that 
inner nature, which, in its aspect of thought and emotion, is 
termed vots. So the apostle speaks of “ soul” and “ spirit ” 
—vy7 often standing to cya, as mveDua to vods. It is not 
merely the inmost principle, or as Chrysostom phrases it, 
“the spirit which is in the mind,” but it is the governing 
principle, as Theodoret explains it—rt%v opyay rod vods mvev- 
paricny eipnxe. ‘This generally is the idea of Réell, Harless, 
De Weitte, Meier, and ‘Turner. Meyer in his last edition 
retracts his opinion in the second, and says that the usual 
interpretation is correct, according to which—das wvedua das 
menschliche ist—that mvedua being—das Héhere Lebensprincip. 
Delitzsch, Bib. Psych. p. 144. The renewal takes place not 
simply in the mind, but in the spirit of it. The dative points 
out the special seat of renewal. Winer, § 31, 6, a; Matt. xi. 29; 
Acts, vii. 51; 1 Cor. xiv. 20. The mind remains as before, 
both in its intellectual and emotional structure—in its memory 
and judgment, imagination and perception. These powers do 
not in themselves need renewal, and regeneration brings no 
new faculties. The organism of the mind survives as it was, 
but the spirit, its highest part, the possession of which distin- 
guishes man from the inferior animals, and fits him for receiving 
the Spirit of God, is being renovated. The memory, for 
example, still exercises its former functions, but on a very 
different class of subjects ; the judgment still discharging its 
old office, is occupied among a new set of themes and ideas; 
and love, retaining all its ardour, attaches itself to objects quite 
in contrast with those of its earlier preference and pursuit. 
The change is not in mind psychologically, either in its 
essence or in its operation; neither is it in mind, as if it were 
a superficial change of opinion, either on points of doctrine or 
of practice ; but it is “in the spirit of the mind,” in that 
-which gives mind both its bent and its materials of thought. 
It is not simply in the spirit, as if it lay there in dim and 
mystic quietude 5 but it is “ in the spirit of the mind,” in the 
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power which, when changed itself, radically alters ‘the entire 
sphere and business of the inner mechanism. 

(Ver. 24.) Kal évdtcac@at tov xawdv d&vOpwrov— And 
put on the new man.” Col. iii. 10. The renewal, as Meyer 
remarks, was expressed in the present tense, as if the moment 
of its completion were realized in the putting on of the new 
man, expressed by the aorist. ‘The verb also is middle, 
denoting a reflexive act. Trollope and Burton discover, we 
know not by what divination, a reference in this phraseology 
to baptism. The putting on of the new man presupposes the 
laying off of the old man, and is the result or accompaniment 
of this renewal; nay, it is but another representation of it. 
This renewal in the spirit, and this on-putting of the new 
man, may thus stand to each other as in our systems of theo- 
logy regeneration stands to sanctification. The “new man” 
is xatvés, not véos—recent. The apostle in Col. ii. 10, says 
Tov véov Tov avaxawovpevov ; here he joins dvaveotoc Oat with 
Tov Katvov avOpwrrov. In the other epistle the verbal term 
from xasvés is preceded by véos; in the place before us the verbal 
term from véos is followed by xatvds. Néos generally is recent 
—oivov véov, wine recently made, opposed to madaoy made 
long ago—doxods xatvods—tfresh skins—opposed to mranazovs, 
which had long been in use. Matt. ix. 17. So caw SiaOynn 
is opposed to the economy so long in existence (Heb. viii. 8), 
but once it is termed véa (Heb. xii. 24) as being of recent 
origin. Compare Rom. xii. 2; 2 Cor.iv.16,v.15,17; Gal. vi. 15. 
Hence also, John xix. 41, wvnpuciov xatvov—not a tomb of 
recent excavation, but one unused, and thus explained év @ 
ovdéra ovdels éréOy. Pillon, Syn. Grecs. 332. The “new 
man” is in contrast with the “old man,” and represents that 
. new assemblage of holy principles and desires which have 
a unity of origin, and a common result of operation. ‘The 
“new man” is not, therefore, Christ himself, as is the fancy 
of Jerome, Ambrosiaster, and Hilary, De Trinitate lib. xii. 
The origin of the “new man” is next shown— . 

Tov Kata Oedv KricOévra—“ who was created after God.” 
Winer, § 49 and a. What the apostle affirms is not that 
creation is God’s work and prerogative and His alone, but 
that as the first man bore His image, so does the new man, 
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for he is created—xara @éov, “ according to God,” or in the 
likeness of God; or, as the apostle writes in Col. iii. 10, 
Kar eixova Tod Kticavros avtév. Hofmann’s exegesis is 
feeble and incorrect—von dem giéttlicher Weise geschaffenen 
Menschen. The allusion is to Gen. i. 27. What God created, 
man assumes. The newness of this man is no absolute 
novelty, for it is the recovery of original holiness. As the 
Creator stamps an image of Himself on all His workmanship, 
so the first man was made in His similitude, and this new 
man, the result also of His plastic energy, bears upon him ‘the 
same test’ and token of his divine origin; for-the moral image 
of God reproduces itself in him. It is no part of our present 
task to inquire what were the features of that divine image 
which Adam enjoyed.. See under Col. i. 10; Miiller, Lehre 
von der Stinde, vol. i. p. 482, 8rd ed. ‘The apostle characterizes 
the new man as being created— 

éy Sixatoctyy Kal oowdtnre THs GdHnOevas— in the right- 
eousness and holiness of the truth’—the elements in which 
this creation manifests itself. Morus and Flatt, on the one 
hand, are in error when they regard éy as instrumental, for 
the preposition points to the manifestation or development 
of the new man; and Koppe and Beza blunder also in sup- 
posing that év may stand for eds, and denote the result of the 
new creation. In Col. iii. 10, as Olshaysen remarks, “ the 
intellectual aspect of the divine image is described, whereas 
in the passage before us prominence is given to its ethical 
aspect.” In Wisdom ii. 23, the physical aspect is sketched. 
Axatoovvn is that moral rectitude which guides the new man 
in all relationships. It is not bare equity or probity, but it 
leads its possessor to be what he ought to be to every other 
creature in the universe. The vices reprobated by the apostle 
in the following verses, are manifest violations of this right- 
' eousness, It follows what is right, and does what is right 
in all given circumstances. See under v. 9. ‘OQovdrns, on 
the other hand, is piety or holiness—Ta mpés Tovs dvOpeémrous 
dixata Kal Ta pds Tovs Geovs Gora. Scholium, Hecuba, v. 788. 
The two terms occur in inverted order in Luke i. 75, and the 
adverbs are found in 1 Thess. ii. 10; Titus, i.8. The new 


man has affinities not only with created beings, but he has a 
2A 
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primary relationship to the God who made him, and who 
surely has the first claim on his affection and duty. Whatever 
feelings arise out of the relation which a redeemed creature 
bears to Jehovah, this piety leads him to possess—such as 
veneration, confidence, and purity. Both righteousness and 
holiness are— 

Ths anrnOeras— of the truth.” John i. 17; Rom. i. 25, 
ui. 7. This subjective genitive is not to’ be resolved into an 
adjective, after the example of Luther, Calvin, Beza, Bodius, 
Grotius, Holzhausen, and the English version, as if the mean- 
ing were—true righteousness and holiness; nor can it be 
regarded as joining to the list a distinet and additional virtue 
—an opinion advanced by Pelagius, and found in the reading 
of D!, F, G—xal drxnbeaa. These critics referred to who give 
the genitive the simple sense of an adjective, think the meaning 
to be “true,” in opposition to what is assumed or counterfeit ; 
while the Greek fathers imagine the epithet to be opposed to 
the typical holiness of the ancient Israel. The exegesis of 
Witsius, that the phrase means such a desire to please as is 
in harmony with truth (De Economia Foederum, p. 15), is as 
truly against all philology as that of Cocceius, that it denotes 
the studious pursuit of truth. ‘H ddj@ea in connection with 
the new man, stands opposed to 7) dadrn in connection with 
the old man, and is truth in Jesus. While this spiritual crea- 
tion is God’s peculiar work—for He who creates can alone 
re-create—this truth in Jesus has a living influence upon 
the heart, producing, fostering, and sustaining such rectitude 
and piety. 

The question of natural and moral ability does 1 not come 
fairly within the compass of discussion in this place. The 
apostle only says, they had been taught the doctrine of a 
decided and profound spiritual change, which had developed 
its breadth and power in a corresponding alteration of char- 
racter. He merely states the fact that the Ephesians had 
been so taught, but how they had been taught the doctrine, 
in what connections and with what appliances and argu- 
ments, he says not. Its connection with the doctrine of 
spiritual influence is not insisted on. “ Whatever,” says Dr. 
Owen, “ God worketh in us in a way of grace, he presenteth 
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unto us in a way of duty, and that, because although he do it 
in us, yet he also doth it by us, so as that the same work is an 
act of his Spirit, and of our own will as acted thereby.” On 
the Holy Spirit ; Works, iii. p. 482, Edinburgh, 1852. Bee 
under ii. 1. 

The apostle descends now from general remarks to special 
sins, such sins. as were common in the Gentile world, and to 
which Christian converts were, from the force of habit and. 
surrounding temptation, most easily and powerfully seduced. 

(Ver. 25.) Asd azroPéwevot 76 Yred5os— “ Wherefore, having 
put away lying.” By 86—“wherefore’’—he passes to a deduc- 
tion in the form of an application. See under ii. 11. Since the 
old man and all his lusts are to be abandoned, and the new 
man assumed who is created in the righteousness and holiness 
of the truth—dArj0eta; the vice and habit.of falsehood —prebSo¢ 
—are to be dropt. Col. iii. 9. It might be'a crime palliated. 
among their neighbours in the world, but it was to have no 
place in the church, being utterly inconsistent with spiritual 
renovation. The counsel then is— | 

AaNErTe GAjOccav, ExacTos peTa TOD myatov avrov— speak 
ye truth every one with his neighbour.” The.clause is found 
in Zech. viii. 16, with this variation, that the apostle uses werd 
for the mpds of the Septuagint which represents the particle in 
myyny. The “neighbour,” as the following clause shows, is 
not men generally, as Jerome, Augustine, Estius, and Grotius 
suppose, but specially Christian brethren. Christians are to 
speak the whole truth, without distortion, diminution, or ex- 
aggeration. No promise: is to be falsified—no mutual under- 
standing violated. ‘The word of a Christian ought to be as 
his bond, every syllable being but the expression of “ truth 
in the inward parts.” The sacred majesty of truth is ever 
to characterize and hallow all his communications. It is 
of course to wilful falsehood that the apostle refers—for a 
tuan may be imposed upon himself, and unconsciously deceive 
others—to what Augustine defines as falsa significatio cum 
voluntate fallendi. As may be seen from the quotations 
made by Whitby and other expositors, some of the heathen 
philosophers were not very scrupulous in adherence to truth, 
and the vice’ of falsehood was not branded with the stigma 
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which it merited. And the apostle adds as. a cogent 
reason— | 

_ Ore éopev Gav idk —* for we are members one of 
another.” Rom. xii. 5; 1 Cor. xii. 12-27. Christians are bound 
up together by reciprocal ties and obligations as members of 
the one body of which Christ is the one Head—the apostle 
glancing back to the image of the 16th verse. Their being 
members one of another springs from their living union with 
Christ. Trusting in one God, they should, therefore, not create 
distrust of one another; seeking to be saved by one faith, they 
should not prove faithless to their fellows; and professing to 
be freed by the truth, they ought not to attempt to enslave their 
brethren by falsehood. ‘Truthfulness is an essential and pri- 
mary virtue. Chrysostom, taking the figure in its mere applica- 
tion to the body, draws out a long and striking analogy—“ Let 
not the eye lie to the foot, nor the foot to the eye. If there bea 
deep pit, and its mouth covered with reeds shall present to the 
eye the appearance of solid ground, will not the eye use the 
foot to ascertain whether it is hollow underneath, or whether 
it-is firm and resists? ‘Will the foot tell a lie, and not the 
truth as it is? And what again if the eye were to spy a 
serpent or a wild beast, will it lie to the foot?” &e. 

(Ver, 26.) ‘OpyifeoGe kal pi). duaprdévere—“ Be ye angry 
and sin not.” ‘This language is the same as the Septuagint 
translation of Psalm iv. 4. The verb mn may bear such a 
sense, as Hengstenberg maintains. Prov. xxix. 9; Isa. xxviii. 
213. Ezek. xvi. 43 ;. though Gesenius, Hupfeld, Ewald, and 
Phillips maintain that the meaning is “tremble,’’ or “stand 
in awe,” as in the English version. Delitzsch also renders 
Bebet—‘ quake,” Tholuck, Lrzittert, and J. Olshausen, Zittert, 
The Hebrew verb is of the same stock with the Greek dpry7) 
and the Saxon “rage,” and denotes strong emotion. The 
peculiar idiom has been variously understood: 1. Some under- 
stand it thus—“ if ye should be angry, see that ye do not sin.” 
Such is the view of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Gicumeniusg, 
Piscator, Wolf, Koppe,. Flatt, Riickert, Olshausen, Holz- 
hausen, Meier, and Bishop Butler; while Harless supposes 
the meaning to be—ziirnet in der rechten Weise—be angry in 
the right way. Hitzig renders it grollet, aber verfehlt euch 
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nicht. 2. Beza, Grotius, Clarius, and Zeltner take the first 
verb in an interrogative sense—Are ye angry? It is plain 
that the simple.construction of the second clause forbids such 
a supposition. The opinion of the Greek fathers has been 
defended by a reference to Hebrew syntax, in which, when 
two imperatives are joined, the first expresses a condition, and 
the second a result. Gesenius, § 127, 2; Nordheimer, § 1008. 
This clause does not, however, come under such a category, 
for its fair interpretation under such a law would be—“ Be’ 
angry, and go ye shall not sin,” or, as in the common phrase 
—divide et impera— divide, and thou shalt conquer.” The 
second imperative does not express result, but contemporaneous 
feeling. 38. Nor do we see any good grounds for adopting the 
notion of a permissive imperative, as is argued for by Winer, 
§ 43, 2—‘ Be angry ”’—(I cannot prevent it). 1 Cor. vii. 
13. As Meyer has remarked, there is no reason why the one. 
imperative should be permissive and the other jussive, when. 
both are connected by the simple «ad. . 4. The phrase is idio- 
matic— Be angry ”"—(when occasion requires), “but sin 
not ;” the main force being on the second imperative with pu). 
It i is objected to this view by Olshausen and others, that anger. 
is forbidden in the 31st verse. But the anger there repro- 
bated is associated with dark malevolence, and regarded as the 
offspring of it. Anger is not wholly forbidden, as Olshausen 
imagines it is. It is an instinctive principle—a species of 
thorny hedge encircling our birthright. But in the indulgence 
of it, men are very apt to sin, and therefore they are cautioned 
against it. If a mere trifle put them into a storm of fury—if 
they are so excitable as to fall into frequent fits of ungovern- 
able passion, and lose control of speech or action—if urged. 
by an irascible temper they are ever resenting fancied affronts 
and i injuries, then do they sin. Matt. v. 21,22. But specially 
do they sin, and herein lies the danger, | if ‘they indulge anget 
for an improper length of time :— 

6 HAsos py éridvéro él TOS trapopyiou@ buov— let not - 
the sun go down upon your indignation.” Similar phraseology 
oceurs in Deut. xxiv. 15; in Philo, and in Plutarch. See 
Wetstein, in loc. Iapopyiopos, a term peculiar to biblical 
Greek, is a fit of indignation or exasperation ; wapd—referring 
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to the cause or occasion; while the dpy7, to be put away from 
Christians, is the habitual indulgence of anger. 1 Kings xv. 
80; 2 Kings xxiii. 26; Neh. ix. 18. Ilapopysopés is not 
in this clause absolutely forbidden, as Trench wrongly sup- 
poses (Synon. p. 141), but it is to cease by sunset, The day of 
anger should be the day of reconciliation. It is to be but a 
brief emotion, slowly excited and very soon dismissed. If it 
be allowed to lie in the mind, it degenerates into enmity, 
hatred, or revenge, all of which are positively and in all cir- 
cumstances sinful. To harbour ill-will; to feed a grudge, and 
keep it rankling in the bosom; or to wait a fitting opportunity 
for successful retaliation, is inconsistent with Christian dis- 
cipleship— Let not the sun go down upon your wrath.” 
Augustine understands by sun, “the Sun of righteousness”’ 
(on Ps. xxv.; Op. vol. iv. p. 15, ed. Paris), and Anselm “ the 
sun of reason.” Theodoret well says—pérpov &wxe TO Oupd 
THs hyuépas TO pérpov. The Pythagorean disciple was to be 
placated, and to shake hands with his foe—zplv 7 rév fdov 
Sivat. Plutarch, de Am. Frat. 488, b.1 

(Ver. 27.) Mn8é SiSoTe Torov TH SiaBorp—" Also give no 
place to the devil.” Myédé, not puijre, is the true reading, 
upon preponderant authority, and closely connects this clause 
with the preceding exhortation, not certainly logically or as 
a developed thought, but numerically as an allied injunc- 
tion, more closely than what Klotz calls fortuitus concursus. 
Ad Devar, ii. p. 6. Hartung, i. 210; Buttmann, § 149; 
Winer, § 55, 6; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 157. ‘O didBoros is 
plainly the Evil One, not viewed simply in his being, but in 
some special element of his character. It is wrong to render 
it here—the accuser or calumniator, though the Syriac ver- 
sion, Luther, Er. Schmid, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, 

1 The exegesis of the witty Thomas Fuller may be subjoined— St. Paul saith 
—' Let not the sun go down upon your wrath;’ to carry news to the antipodes in 
another world of thy revengeful nature. Yet let us take the apostle’s meaning 
rather than his words—with all possible speed to depose our passion; not under- 
standing him so literally that we may take leave to be angry till sunset: then 
might our wrath lengthen with the days; and men in Greenland, where days lasts 
above a quarter of a year, have plentiful scope of revenge. And as the English, by 
command from William the Conqueror, always raked up their fire and put out 


their candles, when the curfew-bell was rung, let us then also quench all sparks of 
anger and heat of passion.” Holy and Profane State, p. 161, London, 1841, 
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have go rendered it. The notion of Harless appears to be too 
restricted, namely, that the reference is to Satan as endanger- 
ing the life and peace of the Christian church, not as gaining 
the ascendancy over individuals. To “ give place to,” is to 
yield room for, dare locum. Luke xiv. 9; Rom. xii. 19; Cicero, 
de Natura Deorum, ii. 83. See also Wetstein in loc. The 
idea indicated by the connection is, that anger nursed in 
the heart affords opportunity to Satan. Satan has sympathy 
with a spiteful and malignant spirit, it is so like his own. 
Envy, cunning, and malice are the pre-eminent feelings of the 
devil, and if wrath gain the empire of the heart, it lays it open 
to him, and to those fiendish passions which are identified 
with his presence and operations. Christians are not, by the 
indulgence of angry feeling, to give place to him, for if he 
have any place, how soon may he have all place. Give him 
“place”? but in a point, and he may speedily cover the whole 
platform of the soul. 

(Ver. 28.) 0 KNerTov pnKére KreTTéTO— Let the stealer 
steal no more.” We cannot say that the present participle is 
here used for the past, as is done by the Vulgate in its guz 
jJurabatur, by Luther, Erasmus, Grotius, Cramer, and others. 
Even some MSS. have o KrAéas. “O xrérrwv is the thief, 
one given to the vice of thieving, or, as Peile renders it, “the 
thievish person.” Winer, § 45,7; Bernhardy, p. 371; Gal. 
i, 23. It is something, as Stier says, between «rd vas and 
Krérrtns. Some, again, shocked at the idea that any con- 
nected with the Ephesian church should be committing such 
asin, have attempted to attenuate the meaning of the term. 
Jerome set the example, and he has been followed by Calvin, 
Bullinger, Estius, Zanchius, Holzhausen, and partially by 
Hodge. But the apostle condemns theft in every form, and 
in all probability he alludes to some peculiar aspect of it prac- 
tised by a section of the idle population of Ephesus. Accord- 
ing to the testimony of Eusebius, in the tenth chapter of the 
sixth book of his Preparatio Evangelica, throughout the 
eastern world few persons were much affronted by being 
convicted of theft—o Aodopodpevos @s KAérTNS Ov dv 
dyavaxtel. See 1 Cor. v. 1, and 2 Cor. xii. 21, for another 
class of sinners in the early church. The apostle’s imme- 
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diate remedy for the vice is honourable industry, with a view 
to generosity— 

warrov 88 KoTridtw épyalouevos tals iSlaus yepalv To aryabov 
— “but rather let him labour, working with his own hands 
that which is good.” The differences of reading are numerous 
in this brief clause. In some MSS. rails yepoiv is omitted, 
and in others 76 dyaOov. Clement reads simply 7d dyador, 
and Tertullian only rats yepoiv. Some ‘insert id/ass before 
xepolv, and others affix avrod after it. Several important 
MSS., such as A, D!, E, F, G; the Vulgate, Gothic, Coptic, 
and Ethiopic Armenian; Basil, Gregory of Nazianzum, Epi- 
phanius, Jerome, Augustine, and Pelagius—read rats iSiass 
xepolw 76 dyaOdv. Lachmann adopts this reading; K inverts 
this order, 76 dyaov rats (Slats yepotv; but Tischendorf, Hahn, 
and Alford read 76 dyaOov trais yepolv, with L and the great 
majority of MSS., Chrysostom, Theophylact, Cicumenius, 
and the Received Version. B has rais yepoly 76 dyalov, 
We agree with Stier in saying that Harless and Olshausen 
overlook the proof, when at ‘once they prefer the shortest 
reading, and treat 7d dya@dv as an interpolation taken from 
Gal. vi. 10. Maargov é—but “rather or in preference” let 
him work, and with his own hands, rats idtais yepoiv. ‘18éos, 
like proprius in Latin instead of suus or ejus, is here used 
with distinct force. Matt.xxv.15; John x. 3; Rom. viii. 32; 
Winer, § 22,7. Manual employment was the most common 
in these times. Acts xx. 84; 1 Thess. iv. 11. To dyaddv is 
something useful and profitable. His hands had done what 
was evil, and now these same were to be employed in what 
was good, Ifa man have no industrious calling, if he cannot 
dig, and if to beg he is ashamed, his resort is to plunder for 
self-support:— 


“ Now goes the nightly thief, prowling abroad 
For plunder; much solicitous how best 
He may compensate for a day of sloth 
By works of darkness and nocturnal wrong.” 


But if a man be active and thrifty, then he may have not only 
enough for himself, but even enjoy a surplus out of which he 
may relieve the wants of his destitute brethren— 

iva éyn peradidovar TO ypelav eyovtt-—“ that he may have 
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to give to him who hath need.” This is a higher motive than 
mere self-support, and is, as Olshausen remarks, a specifically 
Christian object. Not only is the thief to work for his own 
maintenance, but Christian sympathy will cheer him in his 
manual toil for the benefit of others. Already in the days of 
his indolence had he stolen from others, and now others were 
to share in the fruits of his honest labour—truest restitution. 
“Tt is more blessed to give than to receive.” 

(Ver. 29.) Ilds Adyos campos é« rod oroparos tudy pi 
-éxrropeveoOw— Let no filthy word come out of your mouth.” 
This strong negation contained in the use of mds with pj, is a 
species of Hebraism. Winer, § 26, 1; Ewald, Heb. Gram. 
§ 576. The general meaning of cazrpés is foul, rotten, use- 
less, though sometimes, from the idea of decay—old, obsolete, 
ugly, or worthless. Phrynich. ed.. Lobeck, p. 877. In Matt. 
vii. 17, 18, xii. 33; and in Luke vi. 43, the epithet charac- 
‘terizes trees and their fruit, and in the Vulgate is rendered 
simply malus. In Matt. xiii. 48, it is applied to fishes. In 
all these. places the contrasted adjective is dyaOds. Locke 
in his paraphrase has, “No misbecoming word.” The term 
is of course used here in a tropical sense, but its meaning 
is not to be restricted, as Grotius advocates, to unchaste or 
obscene conversation which is afterwards and specially for- 
bidden. It signifies what is noxious, offensive, or useless, 
and refers to language which, so far from yielding “ grace ” 
or benefit, has a tendency to corrupt the hearer. 1 Cor. xv. 33 ; 
Col. iv. 6. Chrysostom, deriving his idea from the contrast 
of the following clause, defines the term thus—é juz) ri (Slav 
xpelav wAnpot; and several vices of the tongue are also named 
by him, with evident reference to Col. 111. 8. Meier narrows 
its meaning, when he regards it as equivalent to dpyds in 
Matt. xii. 36. May there not be reference to sing already 
condemned? All falsehood and equivocation; all spiteful 
epithets and vituperation; all envious and vengeful detrac- 
tion; all phrases which form a cover for fraud and chicanery 
—are filthy speech, and with such language a Christian’s 
mouth ought never to be defiled, “ Nothing’’— 

GAN’ eb tis ayabds mpos olkodopny THs ypelas— but that 
which is good for edification of the need.” Instead of Xpelas, 
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some MSS. as D!, E', F, G, and some of the Latin fathers, 
read mlorews, which is evidently an emendation, as Jerome 
has hinted. *Arya@és, followed by zpés, signifies “ good,” in 
the sense of “ suitable,” or rather serviceable for, examples of 
which may be found in Kypke, Observat. ii. 298; Passow, 
sub voce ; Rom. xy. 2. Our version, following Beza, inverts . 
the order and connection of the two nouns, and renders, “ for 
the use of edifying,” whereas Paul says, “for edification of the 
need,” Xpeias, as the genitive of object, is almost personi- 
fied. To make it the genitive of “point of view,” with. 
Ellicott, is a needless refinement. The paraphrase of Hras- 
mus, qué st opus—and that of Casaubon, qguoties opus est, are - 
defective, inasmuch as they suppose the need to be only inci- 
dental or occasional, whereas the apostle regards it as a 
pressing and continuous fact. The precious hour should 
never be polluted with corrupt speech, nor should it be wasted 
in idle and frivolous dialogue. We are not indeed to “ give 
that which is holy to dogs ”—a due and delicate appreciation 
of time and circumstance must govern the tongue. Juzita, 
says Jerome, juxta opportunitatem loci, temporis, et persone 
edificare audientes. Conversation should always exercise a 
salutucy influence, regulated by the special need. Words so 
spoken may fall like winged seeds upon a neglected soil, and 
there may be future germination and fruit. Trench on Author- 
ized Version, p- 120. 

iva 8@ Xap Tots adxovotow—"“that it may give grace to 
the hearers.” Xdpis is taken by some to signify what is 
agreeable or acceptable. Theodoret thus explains it—iva 
davy Sexros trois dxovover—“ that it may seem pleasant to 
the hearer;” and the same view has been held by Luther, 
Riickert, Meier, Matthies, Burton, and the lexicographers 
Robinson, Bretschneider, Wilke, Wahl, and Schleusner. 
One of the opinions of Chrysostom is not dissimilar, since he 
compares such speech to the grateful effect of ointment or 
perfume on the person. That ydpus may bear such a meaning 
is well known, but does it bear such a sense in such a phrase 
as ydpw Sddvac? In Plut. Agis. c. 18—Sedaxdra ydpw ; 
Euripides, Medea, v. 702-—rvbe cot Sodvat ydpw ; Sophocles, 
Ajax, 1354~-péuvyo’ orrulp dott thy ydpw Sides ; and in 
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other quotations adduced by Harless, yépw Sodvas is “to 
confer a favour—to bestow a gift.” Ast, Lea Platon. sub voce. 
So we have the phrase in James iv. 6; 1 Pet. v. 5; and it is 
found also in the Septuagint, Exod. ii. 21; Ps. Ixxxiv. 12. 
And such is the view of Olshausen, Harless, Meyer, De Wette, 
. and in former times of Bullinger, Zanchius, and virtually of 
Beza, Grotius, Elsner, and Calvin. Speech good to the edifi- 
cation of need brings spiritual benefit to the hearer; it may 
excite, or deter, or counsel——stir him to reflection or afford 
materials of thought. ‘“ A word spoken in season, how good 
is it!—like apples of gold in pictures of silver.” Prov. xxv. 11. 
Ver. 30. Kal pi) Aumetre 7d Tivedpua 7d dytov rod Ocot— 
“ And grieve not the Holy Spirit of God.” The term Ivedua, 
and the epithet dysov, have been already explained under i. 
13, and solemnly and emphatically is the article repeated. 
He is called the Spirit of God, and the Holy Spirit of God, 
each term having a distinct and suggestive significance. This 
sentence is plainly connected with the previous exhortations, 
and specially by «ai, with the preceding counsel. And the 
connection appears to be this:—obey those injunctions as to 
abstinence from falsehood, malice, dishonesty, and especially 
corrupt speech, and grieve not the Holy Spirit of God. 
True, indeed, the Godhead is unruffled in its calm, yet there 
are feelings in it so analogous to those excited in men, that 
they are named after such human emotions. The Holy Spirit 
represents Himself as susceptible of affront and of sorrow. 
Tlapoftvey is used in a similar passage in Isa. lxiii, 10 
by the Seventy, but it is not a pérfect representation of the 
original Hebrew—azy. We regard it as wrong to dilute the 
meaning of the apostle, explaining it either with Bengel— 
contristatur Spiritus Sanctus non in se sed in nobis ; or rashly 
affirming with Baumgarten-Crusius, that the personality of 
the Holy Spirit is only a form of representation, and no 
proof of what Harless calls objective reality; or still farther 
declaring with Rieger, that the term Spirit may be referred 
to—des Menschen neugeschaffenem G'eist—“ the renewed spirit 
of man;” or, in fine, so attenuating the meaning with De 
Wette as to say, that by the Holy Spirit is to be understood 
moral sentiment, as depicted from a Christian point of view. 
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It is the Holy Spirit of God within us (not in others, as 
Thomas Aquinas imagines), that believers grieve—not the 
Father, nor the Son, but the blessed Spirit, who, as the applier 
of salvation, dwells in believers, and consecrates their very. 
bodies as His temple. Eph. ii. 22; 1 Cor, vi. 19; Rom. viii. 
26, 27. According to our view, the verse is a summation 
of the argument—the climax of appeal. If Christians shall 
persist in falsehood and deviation from the truth—if they 
shall indulge in fitful rage or cherish sullen and malignant: 
dislikes—if they shall be characterized by dishonesty,. or 
idle and corrupt language—then, though they may not grieve 
man, do they grieve the Holy Spirit of God, for all this per- 
verse insubordination is in utter antagonism to the essence 
and operations of Him who is the Spirit of truth, and inspires 
the love of it; who assumed, as a fitting symbol, the form 
of a dove, and creates meekness and forbearance; and who, 
as the- Spirit of holiness, leads to the appreciation of all 
that is just in action, noble in sentiment, and healthful and 
edifying in speech. What can be more grieving to the Holy 
Ghost than our thwarting the very purpose for which He 
dwells within us, and contravening all the promptings and 
suggestions with which He warns and instructs us? Since 
it is His special function to renew the heart, to train it. to the 
abandonment of sin, and to the cultivation of holiness—and 
since for this purpose He has infleshed Himself and dwells 
in us as a tender, watchful, and earnest guardian, is He not 
grieved with the contumacy and rebellion so often manifested 
against Him? Nay more— 

"ev @ échpayicOnte cis juepay amokuTpOcews— in whom 
ye were sealed for the day of redemption.”’ His is “for’’— 
reserved for, implying the idea of “until;” the genitive being 
a designation of time by its characteristic event, Winer, § 30, 
2a. For the meaning of the verb éo¢payic@nre, the explana- 
tion already given under i. 14 may be consulted. It is a 
grave error of Chandler and Le Clerc to refer this sealing to 
the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit; for surely these were not 
possessed by all the members of the church, nor could we 
limit the sin of grieving the Spirit to the abuse of the gift of 
prophecy, which the second of thesc. expositors supposes to 
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be specially intended in the preceding verse. Ini. 14, the 
apostle speaks of the redemption of the purchased posses- 
sion, and that period is here named “the day of redemp- 
tion. The noun doAvrpwcis has already occupied us under 
i. 14, and the comment needs not be repeated. This clause 
is evidently an argument, or the motive why believers should 
not grieve the Holy Spirit. If He seal you, and so confirm 
your faith, and preserve you to eternal glory—if your hope of 
glory, your preparation for it, and especially your security as 
to its possession, be the work of God’s blessed Spirit, why 
will you thus grieve Him? There is no formal mention 
made of the possibility of apostasy, or of the departure of the 
Spirit. Nor does it seem to be implied, as the verb “ sealed” 
intimates. They who are sealed are preserved—the seal is 
not to be shivered or effaced. A security that may be broken 
at any time, or the value of which depends on man’s own 
fidelity and guardianship, is no security at all. Not only 
does the Socinian Schlichtingius hold that the seal may be 
broken, but we find even the Calvinist Zanchius speaking 
of the possibility of so losing the seal as to lose salvation ; 
and in such an opinion some of the divines of the Reforma- 
tion, such as Aretius, join him. The Fathers held a similar 
view. Theophylact warns—p7 Avons THY cdparyida. See 
also the Shepherd of Hermas, ii. 10, where the phrase occurs 
—pyrore evrevénta: TO Oe@ Kai arrooTy amd cod. Ambrosi- 
aster says— Quia deserit nos, eo quod leserimus eum. Harless 
admits that the phrase may teach the possibility of the loss of 
the seal; while Stier displays peculiar keenness against those 
who hold the opposite doctrine, or what he calls—predestina- 
tianisches Missverstindniss. Were the apostle speaking of 
the striving of the Spirit, or of His ordinary influences, the 
possibility of His departure might be thus admitted. Gen. vi. 
33; Isa. lxiti. 10; Acts vii. 51. Or if he had said—grieve 
not the Holy Spirit, by whom men are sealed, or whose func- 
tion it is to seal men, the hypothesis of Stier would not be 
denied. But the inspired writer says—“by whom ye were 
sealed.” They had been sealed, set apart, and secured, for 
perseverance is the crowning blessing and prerogative of the 
saints; not to say, with Meyer, that if the view of Harless 
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were correct—rapofivere would have been the more natural 
expression. ‘The apostle appeals not to their fears, lest the 
Spirit should leave them; but he appeals to their sense of 
gratitude, and entreats them not to wound this tender, con- 
tinuous, and resident Benefactor. 2 Cor. i. 21. It may be 
said to a prodigal son—grieve not your father lest he cast 
you off; or grieve not your mother lest you break her heart. 
Which of the twain is the stronger appeal? and this is the 
question we put as our reply to Alford and Turner. In fine, 
the patristic and popish phraseology, in which this seal is 
applied to the imposition of hands, to baptism, or the sacra~- 
ment of confirmation, is wholly foreign from the sense and 
purpose of the passage before us, though its clauses have been 
often adduced in proof. Catechismus Roman. § 311, Suicer, 
sub voce apparyis. . 

Ver. 31. Tldoa mixpla, cal Ovpos, kat opyn, Kal Kpavyn, Kat 
Bracdnpia, apOnro af tyav, ov mdon xaxla— Let all 
bitterness, and wrath, and anger, and clamour, and evil speak- 
ing be put away from you, with all malice;”—all feelings incon- 
sistent with love—all emotions opposed to the benign influence 
and presence of the Divine Spirit—were to be abandoned. 

Tlixpla— bitterness” —is a figurative term denoting that 
fretted and irritable state of mind that keeps a man in per- 
petual animosity—that inclines him to harsh and uncharitable 
opinions of men and things—that makes him sour, crabbed, 
and repulsive in his general demeanour—that brings a scowl 
over his face, and infuses venom into the words of his tongue. 
Rom. iii. 14; James ii. 14. Wetstein, under Rom. iii. 14, 
has adduced several examples of the similar use of muxpla 
from the classical writers. Aristotle justly says—ov 5 mexpot 
SuadiddvTot, Kal moddv ypovov dpyltovrat, naTéyovat yap Tov 
6upov. Loesner has also brought some apposite instances 
from Philo, Observat. ad N. T. p..845. G@uyés is that.mental 
excitement to which such bitterness gives rise—the commo- 
tion or tempest that heaves and infuriates within. Donaldson, 
New Cratylus, § 476. ’Opyy (Deut. ix. 19) is resentment, 
settled and dark hostility, and is, therefore, condemned. See 
under iv. 26. ‘O @upds yeruntixds éore ris dpyis—is the 
remark of Gicumenius. See Trench, Synon. § 37; Tittmann, 
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de Synon. p. 132; Donaldson, New Cratylus, § 477. Kpavyy 
—‘“clamour,”’ is the expression of this anger—hoarse reproach, 
the high language of scorn and scolding, the yelling tones, 
the loud and. boisterous recrimination, and the fierce and impe- 
tuous invective that mark a man in a towering rage. Ira 
furor brevis est. “ Let women,” adds Chrysostom, “ especially 
attend to this, as they on every occasion cry out and brawl. 
There is but one thing in which it is needful to cry aloud, and 
that is in teaching and preaching.” Bdracdywia—signifies 
what is hurtful to the reputation of others, and sometimes 
is applied to the sin of impious speech toward God. It is 
the result or one phase of the clamour implied in xpavyy, for 
anger leads not only to vituperation, but to calumny and 
scandal. In the intensity of passion, hot and hasty rebuke 
easily and frequently passes into foulest slander. The wrathful 
denouncer exhausts his ‘rage by becoming a reviler. Col. iii. 
8; 1 Tim. vi. 4. All these vicious emotions are to be put 
away. Kaxia is a generic term, and seems to signify what 
we sometimes call in common speech badheartedness, the 
root of all those vices. 1 Pet. ii. 1. Let all these vices be 
abandoned, with every form and aspect of that condition of 
mind in which they have their origin, and of that residuum 
‘which the indulgence of them leaves behind it. The word is 
in contrast with the epithet, “ tender-hearted,”'in the follow- 
ing verse. Now this verse contains not only a catalogue, but 
a melancholy genealogy of bad passions—acerbity of temper 
exciting passion—that passion heated into indignation—that 
indignation throwing itself off in indecent brawling, and that 
brawling darkening into libel and abuse—a malicious element 
lying all the while at the basis of these enormities. And 
such unamiable feeling and language are not to be allowed 
any apology or indulgence. The adjective waca belongs to 
the five sins first mentioned, and racy to the last. Indeed, the 
Coptic version formally prefixes to all the nouns the adjective 
mvGen—* all.’ They are to be put away in every kind 
and degree—in germ as well as maturity—without reserve 
and. without compromise.! 


1 Wetstein on Rom. iii. 14. We cannot but quote, from Jeremy Taylor, the 
following paragraph, unequalled in its imagery and magnificence :—‘“ Anger sets 
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(Ver. 82.) TwveoGe 5€ els dddjrous ypnorol— But become 
ye kind to one another.” The dé has been excluded by Lach- 
mann, on the authority of B, but rightly retained by Tischen- 
dorf. Aé—“But’—passing to the contrast in his exhortation, 
he says—“ become ye kind to one another ”—ypnorot—full 
of benign courtesy, distinguished by mutual attachment, the 
bland and generous interchange of good deeds, and the earnest 
desire to confer reciprocal obligations. Col. iii.12. Rudeness 
and censoriousness are opposed to this plain injunction. That 
there should be any allusion in ypnorés to the sacred name 
Xptords, is wholly incredible. ; 

Rvordayyvor—(1 Pet iii. 8; Col. iii. 12) —“ tender-hearted”’ 
—the word being based upon the common and similar use 
of om in the Old Testament. The epithet is found, as in 


the house on fire, and all the spirits are busy upon trouble, and intend propulsion, 
defence, displeasure, or revenge; it is a short madness, and an eternal enemy to 
discourse, and sober counsels, and fair conversation ; it intends its own object with 
all the earnestness of perception, or activity of design, and a quicker motion of a too 
warm and distempered blood; it is a fever in the heart, and a calenture in the head, 
and a fire in the face, and a sword in the hand, and a fury all over; and therefore 
can never suffer a man to be in a disposition to pray. . . . Anger is a perfect 
alienation of the mind from prayer, and therefore is contrary to that attention 
which presents our prayers in a right line to God. For so have I seen a lark rising 
from his bed.of grass, and soaring upwards, singing as he rises, and hopes to ‘get to 
heaven, and climb above the clouds; but the poor bird was beaten back with the 
loud sighings of an eastern wind, and his motion made irregular and inconstant, 
descending more at every breath of the tempest, than it could recover by the libra- 
tion and frequent weighing of his wings; till the little creature was forced to sit 
down and pant, and stay till the storm was over; and then it made a prosperous 
flight, and did rise and sing, as if it had learned music and motion from an angel, 
as he passed sometimes through the air about his ministries here below. So is the 
prayer of a good man; when his affairs have required business, and his business 
was matter of discipline, and his discipline was to pass upon a shining person, or 
had a design of charity, his duty met with infirmities of a man, and anger was its 
instrument, and the instrument became stronger than the prime agent, and raised a 
tempest, and overruled the man; and then his prayer was broken, and his thoughts 
were troubled, and his words went up towards a cloud, and his thoughts pulled 
them back again, and made them without intention; and the good man sighs for 
- his infirmity, but must be content to lose the prayer, and he must recover it when 
his anger is removed, and his spirit is becalmed, made even as the brow of Jesus 
and smooth like the heart of God; and then it ascends to heaven upon the wings 
of the holy dove, and dwells with God, till it returns, like the useful bee, loaden 
with a blessing and the dew of heaven.”—Works, The Return of Prayers, vol. v. 
pp. 69, 70. Lond, 1822. 
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Hippocrates, with a literal sense. See Kypke. So far from 
‘being churlish or waspish, Christians are to be noted for their 
tenderness of heart. ‘They are to be full of deep and mellow 
affection, in opposition to that wrath and anger which they 
are summoned to abandon. A rich and genial sympathy 
should ever characterize all their intercourse— | 

xapifopevor éavtois— forgiving one another.” ‘Eavrots 
is used for ddAnrots. .This use of the reflexive for the recip- 
rocal pronoun has sometimes an emphatic significance—for- 
giving one another, you forgive yourselves—and occurs in 
Mark x. 26; John xii. 19; Col. ili. 18,16; and also among 
classical writers. -Kihner, g 302,73; J elf, § 54, 2; j Bernhardy, 

p. 273; Matthie, § 489, 6. May not the use of é éavTois also 

point, as Stier says, to that peculiar unity which subsists among 
Christ’s disciples? The meaning of the participle, which is 
contemporaneous with the previous verb, is plainly determined 
by the following clause. It does not mean .being gracious or 
agreeable, as Bretschneider thinks, nor yet does it signify, as 
the Vulgate reads—donantes, but condonantes. Luke vii. 42, 
433 2 Cor. ii. 10; Col. ii. 18, iii. 18. Instead of resentment 
and retaliation, railing and vindictive objurgation, Christians 
are to pardon offences—to forgive one another in reciprocal 
generosity. Faults will be committed and offences must come, 
but believers are to forgive them, are not to exaggerate them, 
but to cover them up from view, by throwing over them the 
mantle of universal charity. And the rule, measure, and 
motive of this universal forgiveness - are stated in the last 
clause— 

Kabeas Kai o cds ev Xpiarg e éyaploaro dyuiv— as also God 
in Christ forgave you.”” Some MSS. as B*, D, E, K, L, the 
Syriac, and-Theodoret read #piv; others, as A, F, G, L, and 
Chrysostom in his text, read dyiv. The latter appears the 
better reading, while the other may have been suggested by 
v. 2. Kaéées xal—“as also”—an example with an implied 
comparison. Klotz ad Devar. 11. 635. But the presentation 
of the example contains an argument. It is an example which 
Christians are bound to imitate. They were to forgive because 
God had forgiven them, and they were to forgive in resem- 


blance of His procedure. In the exercise of Christian forgive- 
2B 
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ness, His authority was their rule, and His example their 
model. They were to obey and also to imitate, nay, their 
obedience consisted in imitation. "Ev Xpior@ is “in Christ” 
as the element or sphere, and signifies not “ on account of, or 
by means of Christ,” but 6 @eds év Xpior@ is God revealed in 
Christ, acting in Him, speaking in Him, and fulfilling His 
gracious purposes by Him as the one Mediator. 2 Cor. v. 19. 
For the pardon of human guilt is no summary act of paternal 
regard, but sin was punished, government vindicated, and the 
moral interests of the universe were guarded by the atonement 
which Christ presented. The nature of that forgiveness which 
God in Christ confers on sinners, has been already illustrated 
under i. 7. That pardon is full and free and irreversible—all - 
sin forgiven; forgiven, not because we deserve it; forgiven 
every day of our lives; and, when once forgiven, never again 
to rise up and condemn us. Now, because God has pardoned 
us, we should be ready to pardon others. His example at 
once enjoins imitation, and furnishes the pattern. God is 
presented, as Theophylact says—els drdderypa. And. thus 
the offences of others are to be pardoned by us fully, without 
retaining a grudge; and freely, without any exorbitant equi- 
valent; forgiven not only seven times, but seventy and seven 
times ; and when pardoned, they are not to be raked out of 
oblivion, and again made the theme of collision and quarrel. 
According to the imagery of our Lord’s parable, our sing 
toward God are weighty as talents, nay, weighty and nume- 
rous as ten thousand talents ; while the offences of our fellows 
toward ourselves are trivial as pence, nay, as trivial and as few 
as a hundred pence. If the master forgive such an immense 
amount to the servant so far beneath him, will not the forgiven 
servant be prompted, by the generous example, to absolve 
his own fellow-servant and equal from his smaller debt? 
Matt. xviii, 23-35. 


CHAP. V. 


(Ver. 1.) Thecbe ody pipntal rob Oeod—“ Do ye then 
become followers of God.” The collective ody connects this 
verse with the preceding exhortation, and its yiveoOe 5é— 
indeed pepntys is usually accompanied with yivouas. The 
example of God’s forgiving generosity is set before them, and 
they are solicited to copy it. God for Christ’s sake has for- 
given you; “become ye then imitators of God,” and cherish a 
forgiving spirit towards one another. God’s example has an 
authoritative power. The imitation of God is here limited to 
this peculiar duty, and cannot, as Stier thinks, have connection 
with the long paragraph which precedes, especially as the 
verb wepetratetre, which is so commonly employed, need not 
be taken as resumptive of wepurarfoa iniv.1. The words 
futentat rod @eod are peculiar, and occur only in this place, 
though the terms, in an ethical sense, and with reference to a 
human model, are to be found in 1 Cor. iv. 16, xi. 15 1 Thess. 
i. 6, 11.14; Heb. vi. 12. Ye should forgive, as God forgives, 
and thus be imitators of Him, or, as Theodoret says—fnrAadoare 
_ Thy auyyéverav. And they are enjoined to study and perfect 
this moral resemblance by the blessed thought that, in doing 
so, they feel and act— 

@s Téxva ayarnta—as children beloved ;’’ as children 
who, in their adoption, have enjoyed so much of a father’s 
affection. They cannot be imitators of God as Creator. They 
may resemble him as the God of Providence, in feeding and 
clothing the indigent; but especially can they copy Him in 
His highest character as Redeemer, when, like Him, they 
pardon offenders, and so imitate His royal and lofty preroga~ 
tive. Disinterested love is a high element of perfection, as 
described by the great Teacher himself. Matt. v, 45-48, 
Tholuck, Bergpredigt., Matt. v. 45. This duty of imitation 
on the part of God’s children is well expressed by Photius— 
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“ To institute an action against one who has injured us is 
human; not to take revenge on him is the part of a philoso- 
pher: but to compensate him with benefit is divine, and shows 
men of earth to be followers of the Father who is in heaven.” 
(Ver. 2.) Kal wrepuraretre év ayaan— And walk in love.” 
The same admonition under another and closer aspect, is con- 
tinued in this verse. The love in which we are to walk, is 
such a love in kind as Christ displayed in dying for us. .The 
apostle had just spoken of “God in Christ” forgiving men, 
and now, and very naturally, that Christ in the plenitude and 
glory of His love is also introduced— . 
Kadeas Kat 6 Xpiorss Hydmrnoev juds— as also, or even as, 
Christ loved us.” Tischendorf, after A and B, reads ipas, 
and on the authority of B reads also dudv in the following 
clause; but the ordinary reading is preferable as the direct | 
form of address may have suggested the emendation. The 
immeasurable fervour of Christ’s love is. beyond description. 
See under iii. 19. That love which is set before us was noble, 
ardent, and self-sacrificing; eternal, boundless, and unchanging 
as its possessor—more to Him than the possession of visible 
equality with God, for He vailed the splendours of divinity ; 
more to Him than heaven, for He left it; more to Him than 
the conscious enjoyment. of His Father’s countenance, for on 
the cross He suffered the horrors of a spiritual eclipse, and 
cried, “ Why hast thou forsaken me;” more to Him, in fine, 
than His life, for He freely surrendered it. That love. was 
embodied in Christ as He walked on earth, and especially as 
He bled on the cross ; 5 for He loved us— 
kal Trapédwxev Eavrov drrép judv— and gave Himself for 
us’”—in proof and manifestation of His love—xa/ being 
exegetical. he verb implies full surrender, and the prepo- 
sition d7rép. points out those over whom or in room of whom 
such self-tradition is made. Usteri, Lehrb. p. 117; Meyer on 
Rom. v. 6; Ellicott on Gal. iii. 13. John xv. 13; Rom. v. 8; 
Gal. ii. 20. The general idea is, that Christ’s love led to His 


1 TG ply Senv drasrety chy Ruanxdran, devbgdivoy, TO Ob per} cepebver Sats, PirAdrogoy, To St zat 
eleeyerinss &eibeobees Aotwdy Hn Oetoy x00) whentas rot éy obecvors Tlareds rot's ynyevels dsro- 
goivov.——Ep, 193, See also the epistle to Diognetus, cap. 10; Justin. Martyr, Opera, 
vol. ii, p. 496; Ed. Otto, Jens, 1843. ' 
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self-surrender as a sacrifice. He was no passive victim of 
circumstances, but in active and spontaneous attachment He 
gave up Himself to death, and for such as we are—his poor, 
guilty, and ungrateful murderers, The context and not simply 
iép shows that this is the meaning. The manner of His 
self-sacrifice is defined in the next words— 

mpoaghopav cat Ovelav—* an offering and a sacrifice” —obdla- 
tionem et hostiam. Vulgate. The words are in the accusative, 
and in apposition with éavrév, forming its predicate nouns, 
Madvig, § 24. A similar combination of terms occurs in Heb. 
x. 5, 8, while Sépa, a noun of kindred meaning, is used with 
Bola in Heb. v. 1, viii. 8, ix. 9. Adpov usually represents 
in Leviticus and Numbers the Hebrew jmp, and’ is ‘not in'sense 
different from mpoogopd. Deyling, Observ. i. 352. The first 
substantive, mpoadopd, represents only the Hebrew mn, once 
in the Séptuagint, though oftener in the Apocrypha, It may 
mean a bloodless oblation, though sometimes in a wider sig- 
nification it denotes an oblation of any kind, and even one of 
slain victims. Acts xxi. 26; Heb. x. 10,18. Ovgia, as: its 
derivation imports, is the slaying of a victim—the shedding 
of its blood, and the burning of its carcass, and frequently 
represents my in the Septuagint; Exod. xxxiv. 15: Lev. ii. 
and ili. passim, vii. 29; Deut. xii. 6, 27; 1 Sam. ii. 14. 
Matt. ix. 18; Mark xii. 83; Luke ii. 24, xiii. 1; Acts vii. 
41,42; 1 Cor. x. 18; Heb. vii. 27, ix. 23, 26, x. 12. It 
sometimes in the Septuagint represents nen sin-offering, and 
often in representing my it means a victim. See Tromm. 
Concord. We do not apprehend that the apostle, in the use 
of these terms, meant to express any such precise distinction 
as that now described. We cannot say with Harless, “that 
Jesus, in reference to Himself and His own free will, was an 
offering, but in reference to others was a sacrifice.”’ On the 
other hand, “the last term,” says Meyer, “is a nearer definition 
of the former.” _We prefer the opinion, that both terms con- 
vey, and are meant to convey, the full idea of a sacrifice. It 
is a gift, and the gift is a victim; or the victim slain is laid 
on the altar an offering to God. Not only is the animal slain, 
but it is presented to God. Sacrifice is the offering of a victim. 
The idea contained in poaqopa covers the whole transaction, 
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while that contained. in Oucla is a distinct and characteristic 
portion of the process. Jesus gave Himself as a sacrifice in 
its completest sense—a holy victim, whose blood was poured 
out in His presentation to God. In the meantime it may be 
remarked, that the suffering involved in sacrifice, such unparal- 
leled suffering as Christ endured as our sacrifice, proves the 
depth and fervour of His affection, and brightens that example 
of love which the apostle sets before the Ephesian church. 

TO Oc@ eis doptv ebwdias—“to God for the savour of a 
sweet smell’’—the genitive being that of characterizing qua- 
lity. Winer, § 34,2; Scheuerlein, § 16,3. Some, such as, 
Meyer and Holzhausen, join ré ed to the verb wapédwxer, 
but the majority connect them with the following phrase :— 
1, They may stand in close connection with the nouns apoo- 
gopay kat Ovolav, with which they may be joined as an ethical 
dative. Harless says indeed, that eis Odvarov is the proper 
supplement after rapédwxe, but Ovoia here implies it. His 
Odvarov may be implied in such places as Rom. iv. 25, viii. 32, 
but here we have the same preposition in the phrase eis dapujv. 
The preposition eés occurring with the verb denotes the pur- — 
‘pose, as in Matt. xxiv. 9; Acts xiii. 2; Winer, § 49; Bern- 
hardy, p. 218. In those portions of the Septuagint where 
the phraseology occurs, xupio follows edwdias, so that the 
connection cannot be mistaken. 2. Or the words ra Geo may 
occupy their present position because of their close connection 
with days, and we may read— He gave Himself an offering 
‘and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour.” It is 
not easy to say which is preferable, 76 @e@ being peculiarly 
placed in reference both to the beginning and the end of the 
verse. The phrase is based on the peculiar sacrificial idiom 
of the Old Testament—nimym. Gen. viii. 21; Lev. 1. 9, 13, 
17, ii. 9, 12, ii, 5. It is used tropically in 2 Cor. 11. 14, and 
is explained and expanded in Phil. iv. 18—“a sacrifice 
‘acceptable, well-pleasing to God.” The burning of spices or 
incense, so fragrant to the Oriental senses, is figuratively 
applied to God. Not that He has pleasure in suffering for its 
own sake. Nor can we say, with Olshausen, that the divine 
‘pleasure arises wholly from the love and obedience which 
Jesus exhibited in His sufferings and death. This idea of 
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Olshausen is to some extent similar to that of several recent 
writers, who do not give its own prominence to the vicarious 
suffering of our Lord, but, as we think, lay undue stress on 
several minor concomitants, 

Now the radical idea of sacrifice is violent and vicarious 
suffering and death. But the theory referred to seems to 
place the value of Christ’s sufferings not in their substitu- 
tionary nature, but in the moral excellence of Him who 
endured them. This is a one-sided view. That Jehovah 
rejoiced in the devoted and self-sacrificing spirit of His Son 
-—in His meekness, heroism, and love, is most surely believed 
by us. And we maintain, that the sufferings of Christ gave 
occasion for the exhibition of those qualities and graces, and 
that without such sufferings as a dark setting, they could 
never have been so brilliantly displayed. The sacrifice must 
be voluntary, for forced suffering can have no merit, and an 
unwilling death no expiatory virtue. But we cannot say 
with Dr. Halley—“ that the sufferings, indirectly, as giving 
occasion to these acts, feelings, and thoughts of the holy 
Sufferer, procured our redemption.” Congregational Lecture— 
The Sacraments, part ii. p. 271, Lond. 1852. The virtues of 
the holy Sufferer are subordinate, although indispensable 
elements in the work of atonement which consisted in His 
obedience unto the death. That death was an act of obedi- 
ence beyond parallel; yet it was also, and in itself—not 
simply, as Grotius held, a great penal example—but a propi- 
tiatory oblation. ‘The endurance of the law by our Surety is 
as necessary to us as His perfect submission to its statutes. 
The sufferings of the Son of God, viewed as a vicarious 
endurance of the penalty we had incurred, were therefore the 
direct means of our redemption. In insisting on the neces- 
sity of Christ’s obedience, the equal necessity of His expiatory 
death must not be overlooked. That Jesus did suffer and die 
in our room is the fact of atonement; and the mode in which 
He bore those sufferings is the proof of His holy obedience, 
which was made “ perfect through suffering.” But if the 
manifestation of Christ’s personal virtues, and not the satisfac~ 
tion of law, is said to be the prime end of those sufferings, 
then do we reckon such an opinion subversive of the great 
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doctrine of our Lord’s propitiation, and in direct antagonism 
to the theology taught us in the inspired oracles. “ It pleased 
the Lord to bruise him ’—“ Worthy is the Lamb that was 
slain ”—“‘ He suffered once for sins,” &c.,.&c. The uniform 
testimony of the word of God is, that the sufferings of Jesus 
were expiatory—that is, so borne in the room of guilty men, 
that they might not suffer themselves—and that this expia- 
tory merit lies in the sufferings themselves, and is not merely 
or mainly dependent on those personal virtues of love, faith, 

and: submission, which such anguish evoked and glorified. 

True, indeed, the victim must be sinless—pure as the fire 
_ from heaven by which it is consumed ; but its atoning virtue 
is not to be referred to the bright display of innocence and 
love in the agonies of immolation, as if all the purposes of 
sacrifice had been to exhibit unoffending goodness, and bring 
out affection in bold relief. No; in the sufferings of the 
“ Holy One,” God was glorified, the law magnified, the curse 
borne away, and salvation secured to believers. 

Nor do we deem it correct on the part of Abelard and Peter 
Lombard in the olden time, or of Maurice recently,! to regard 
the love of Christ alone as the redeeming element of the 
atonement, overlooking the merit of all that spontaneous and 
indescribable anguish to which it conducted. - Such a hypo- 
thesis places the motive in the room of the act. It is true, 
as Maurice remarks, that we usually turn the mind of sinners » 
to the love of Christ, and that this truth comforts and sustains 
the heart of the afflicted and dying; but he forgets that this 
love evolved its ardour in suffering for human transgressors, 
and derives all its charm from the thought that the agony 
which it sustained was the endurance of a penalty which a 
guilty world had righteously incurred. The love on which 
sinners lean. is a love that not only did not shrink from 
assuming their nature, but that feared not to die for them. 
The justice of God in exacting a satisfaction is not our first 
consolation, but the fact, that what justice deemed indispens- 
able, love nobly presented. If love alone was needed to save, 
why should death have been endured? or would a love that 
fainted not in a mere martyrdom and tragedy be a stay for a 
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convicted spirit? No; it is atoning love that soothes and 
“plesses, and the objective or legal aspect of the work of 
Christ is not to be merged in any subjective or moral phases 
of it; for both are presented and illustrated in the inspired 
pages. Even in the first ages of the church this cardinal 
doctrine was damaged by the place assigned in it to the devil, 
and the notion of a price or a ransom was carried often to 
absurd extremes, as it has also been in some theories of Pro- 
testant theology, in which absolute goodness and absolute jus- 
tice appear to neutralize one another.’ But still, to warrant the - 
application of the term “sacrifice” to the death of Christ, it 
must have been something more than the natural, fitting, and 
graceful conclusion of a self-denied life —it must ‘have been a 
violent and vicarious decease and a voluntary presentation. 
Many questions as to the kind and amount of suffering, its 
necessity, its merits as satisfactio vicaria, and its connection 
with salvation, come not within our province. 

Harless and Meyer have well shown the nullity of the 
Socinian view first propounded by Schlichting, and advocated 
by Usteri (Paulin. Lehrbegrif’, p. 112.) and Riickert, that the 
language of this verse does not represent the death of Christ 
as a'sin-offering. But the Pauline theology always holds out 
that death as a sacrifice. He died for our sins—tmép—1 Cor. 
xv. 3; died for us—imép—1 Thess. v. 10; gave himself 
for our sins—ep/—Gal. i. 4; died for the ungodly—izép | 
aceBov—Rom. v. 6; died for all—irep mévrav—2 Cor. v. 
14; and a brother is one on whose behalf Christ died—8i dv 
Xpuords ar é$avev—1 Cor viii. 11. His death is an offering for 
sin —zrpoogopa repf—Heb. x. 18 ; one sacrifice for sin—play 
brép duapridv Ouclav—Heb. x. 12; the blood of Him who 
offered himself—ré aiua, ds éavrov mpoorjveyxev—Heb. ix. 14; 
the offering of His body once for all—8ud ris rpoodopas rod 
oaparos ébdmaé—Heb., x. 10. His death makes expiation— 
els To thdéoxerOat—Heb. ii. 17; there is propitiation in His 
blood—tsacr7jpiov—Rom. iil, 25; we are justified in His 
blood—S:xarmbévres ev 76 alate aito—Rom. v. 9; and we 
are reconciled by His death—xaryrddynwer—Rom. v. 10. 


- 1 Baur, Geschichte der Versshnungslehre, p. 30. Compare, too, some expressions of 
Gregory of Nyssa with those of Athanasius and Augustine, and Gregory the Great. 
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He gave himself a ransom—dv7/Avrpov—I1 Tim. ii. 6; He 
redeemed us from the curse of the law being made a curse for 
us—ryevouevos wmrép juav Kardpa—Gal, iii. 138; Christ our 
passover was sacrificed for us—dtzrép judy érvOn—l1 Cor. 5. 7. 
So too in Matt. xx. 28; 1 Pet. i. 18,19. The view of Hof- 
mann, which is not that commonly received as orthodox, is 
defended at length by him against Ebrard and Philippi in his 
Schriftb. ii, 8329. See Ebrard, Lehre von der stellvertretenden 
Genugthuung, Kénigsberg, 1857, or a note in his Commen- 
tary on 1st John, i. 9, in which some important points in the 
previous treatise are condensed; Thomasius, Christi Person 
und Werk, § 57, dritter thetl; and Bodemeyer, Zur Lehre 
von der Verséhnung und Rechfertigung, mit Beziehung auf 
den Hofmann-Philippischen Streit tiber die Verséhnungs-lehre, 
Gottingen, 1859; Lechler, das Apost. Zeit. p. 77. The death 
of Christ was a sacrifice which had in it all the elements of 
acceptance, as the death of one who had assumed the sin- 
ning nature, and was yet possessed of Divinity—who could 
therefore place Himself in man’s room, and assume his legal 
liabilities—who voluntarily obeyed and suffered in our stead, 
in unison with God’s will and -in furtherance of His gracious 
purposes. What love on Christ’s part! And what an induce- 
ment to obey the injunction—“ walk in love”—in that love 
the possession of which the apostle inculcates and commends 
by the example of Christ. And, first, their love must be like 
their Lord’s love, ardent in its nature and unconquerable in 
its attachment; no cool and transient friendship which but 
evaporates in words, and only fawns upon and fondles the 
creatures of its capricious selection; but a genuine, vehement, 
and universal emotion. Secondly, it must be a self-sacrificing 
love, in imitation of Christ’s, that is, in its own place and on its 
own limited scale, denying itself to secure benefits to others ; 
stooping and suffering in order to convey spiritual blessing 
to the objects of its affection. Matt. xx. 26-28. Such a love 
is at once the proof of discipleship, and the test and fruit of a 
spiritual change. John xiii. 85; 1 John iii. 14. 

_ In a word, we can see no ground at all for adopting the 
exegesis of Stier, that the last clause of the verse stands in 
close connection with the first, as if the apostle had said— 
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“¢ ‘Walk in love, that ye may be an odour of a sweet smell to 
God.” Such an exegesis is violent, though the idea is virtu- 
ally implied, for Christian love in the act of self-devotion is 
pleasing to God. 

(Ver. 3.) Tlopvela 8@, nal maca dxabapola, i) mreoveEla— 
“But fornication, and all uncleanness, or covetousness.” Again 
the apostle recurs by 8 which is not without a distinct 
adversative force, to vices prevalent in the heathen world. 
Tlopvela— fornication,” a sin which had eaten deep into the 
Gentile world (Acts xv. 20, 29)—xal dxafapola— and 
uncleanness”—sréca—in every form and aspect of it. TIXeo- 
ve&la is not insatiable lust, as many maintain, but “ covetous- 
ness.” Seeiv. 19. The word. was the matter of a sharp ~ 
encounter between Heinsius (Hwercitat. Sac. 467) and Sal- 
masius (De Fenere Trapezitico, 121), the latter inflicting on 
the former a castigation of characteristic severity, because he 
held that zAeoveEla denoted inordinate concupiscence. The 
apostle uses the noun in Col. iii. 5, and in all other passages 
it denotes avaricious greed. Luke xii.15; Rom. i. 29; 2 Cor. 
ix. 5. And itis joined to these preceding words, as it springs 
from the same selfishness, and is but a different form of devel- 
opment from the same unholy root. It is a dreadful scourge 
—seva cupido, as the Latin satirist names it. More and 
more yet, as the word denotes; more may be possessed, but 
more is still desired, without limit or termination. Yet.Cony- 
beare affirms that wAeoveEla in the meaning of covetousness 
“‘ vields no intelligible sense.” But as De Wette and Meyer 
remark, the disjunctive # shows it to belong to a different 
class of vices from those just mentioned. It is greed, avarice, 
unconquerable love of appropriation, morbid lust of acquisition, 
carrying in itself a violation of almost every precept of the 
decalogue. See Harris’ Mammon. As for each of those sins— 

Bde dvopatecd ev bpiv—“let it not be even named among 
you.” Mydée—“ not even.” Mark ii, 2; 1 Cor. v.11; Hero- 
dotus, i. 188—rroideww ove eEeort, Tadra obdé réyew eeorw., 
Not only were these sins to be avoided in fact, but to be 
shunned in their very name. Their absence should be so 
universal, that there should be no occasion to refer to them, 
or make any mention of them. Indelicate allusion to such 
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sins should not soil Christian lips. For the apostle.assigns a 
reason— | 
Kabews mpéret dylous— as becometh saints.” Were the 
apostle to say, Let despondency be banished, he might add, as 
becometh believers, or, Let enmity be suppressed, he might 
subjoin, as becometh brethren; but he pointedly says in this 
place, “ as becometh saints.” a Saints” are not a higher class 
of Christians who possess a rare and transcendental morality 
—all genuine believers are “saints.” See underi. 1. The 
inconsistency is marked and degrading between the purity 
and self-consecration of the Christian life and indulgence in 
or the naming of those sensual and selfish gratifications. ‘ Let 
their memorial perish with them.” 
. (Ver, 4.) Kat aicypérns— And filthiness ’ —immanatita 
Vulgate. Some MSS., such as A, D!, KE} F,G,read 7. aicyporns, 
and there are other "variations which need not be noted. 
Tischendorf retains the Textus Receptus on the authority 
of B, D’, G2, K, L, and almost all MSS. Some, such as 
(Ecumenius, imitated by Olshausen, Riickert, Meier, and 
Baumgarten-Crusius, regard, without foundation, alcxporns. as 
equivalent to aiaxypororyla. Col. iii. 8. Aloxpéorntos ryéwoucay 
TH Yruyny eidev—Plato, Gorg.; Op. vol. ii. p. 366, ed. Bekker. 
The noun denotes indecency, obscenity, or wantonness 3 what- 
ever, not merely in speech but in anything, is opposed to 
purity. ; 

Kab peopodoyla— and. foolish talking,” The MSS. just 
quoted insert 4 before this noun too, but «ai is found in the 
majority, and in those’ already named. Not mere “gossip or 
' tattle, but speech wretched in itself and offensive to Christian 
decency and sobriety is condemned. The noun occurs only 
here, but we have not only the Latin compound stultiloguiun 
in Plautus (Miles Gloriosus, ii. 8, 25, the scene of which 
drama is laid out at Ephesus), but ‘also the Latin form moro- 
logus in the same dramatist. Persa,i.1, 50. The Emperor 
Hadrian, in his well-known address to his departing spirit, 
ends the melancholy ode with these words— 

“Nec, ut soles, dabis j Jocos. ” 
The term may look back to iv. 29, and is, as Trench says, the 
talk of fools, which is folly and sin together. Synon. § 34.. 
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4 ebrparedla—“or jesting”—the disjunctive being employed. 
This noun is a dra& Neyduevoy as well as the preceding. It 
denotes urbanity—urbanitas—and as its derivation implies, 
dexterity of turning a discourse—rapd Td ed tpémrecOat Tov 
Néyov; then wit or humour; and lastly deceptive speech, so 
formed that the speaker easily contrives to wriggle out of its 
meaning or engagements. Josephus, Antig. xii. 4,3; Thucyd. 
ii. 41; Plato, Pol. viii. 563; Arist. Ethic. Nicom. iv. 8; 
Pindar, Pythia,.Carmen i. 176, iv. 186; Cicero, Ep. ad Div. 
vii. 32, Opera, p. 716, ed. Nobbe, 1850. It is defined in the 
Etymologicon Magnum—7 pwporoyla, xovorns, drrawWevola 
—levity, or grossness. Chrysostom’s amplified definition is— 
6 TrotKiAoS, 6 TavTOOATrs, 6 dcTAKTOS, 6 EVKOAOS, 6 TaVTA YyLVd- 
pevos— the man called edrpdmedos is the man who is ver- 
satile, of all complexions, the restless one, the fickle one, the 
man who is everything or anything.” Jerome also says of it 
—vel urbana verba, vel rustica, vel turpia, vel faceta. It is here 
used evidently in a bad sense, almost equivalent to Gwpéroyos, 
from which Aristotle distinguishes it, and denotes that ribaldr Y) 
studied artifice, and polite equivoque, which are worse in many 
cases than open foulness of tongue. The distinction which 
Jerome makes between pwpodoyla and edtpamrenia is indicated 
by. the Latin. terms, stultiloquium and scurrilitas. Pleasantry 
of every sort is not condemned by the apostle. He seems to 
refer to wit in connection with lewdness—double entendre. See 
Trench on the- history of the word. Synon. § 34. The vices 
here mentioned are severely reprobated by Clement in the 
sixth chapter of the second book of his Tlasdaywyds. Allusions 
to such “jestings”’ are not unfrequent in the classics. Even 
the author of the “ Ars Amoris” pleads with Augustus, that 
his writings are not so bad as others referred to— 


Quid si scripsissem Mimos obsceena jocantes, 
Qui vetiti semper crimen amoris habent, &c. 


Ta ovx avyxovta— which are not becoming things” — 
in opposition to the concluding clause in the previous verse. 
Another reading—a@ ovx dvijxev—is supported by A, B, and 
C, while Chrysostom and Theodoret, following the reading j in 
Rom. i, 28, read ta pur) cabyncovra-—but wrongly ; for here 
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the apostle refers to an objective reality. Winer, § 55, 5, Butt- 
mann, Gram. des Neutest. Sprach. § 148, 7. Suidas defines 
avixov by mpérov. The Vulgate confines the connection of 
this clause to the term immediately preceding—scurrilitas que 
ad rem non pertinet. All the three vices—but certainly, from 
the contrast in the following clause, the two previous ones— 
may be included. Such sins of the tongue are to be super- 
seded. by thanksgiving —* 

GAA pAadrov evyaptoria, “ but rather giving of thanks.” 
There is a meaning which may attach to edyaptoria, which is 
plausible, but appears to be wholly contrary to Pauline usage. 
It signifies, in the opinion of some, pleasant and grateful dis- 
course, as opposed to that foolish and indecorous levity which 
the apostle condemns. Jerome says—Forsitan igitur gratia- 
rum actio in hoe loco non ista nominata juata quam gratias 
agimus Deo, sed juata quam gratt, sive gratiosi et salst apud 
homines appellamur. So Clement of Alexandria—yapuev- 
Tia Téov TE OV YeAwTOTOUNnTéov. This opinion has been followed 
by Calvin, Cajetan, Heinsius, Salmasius, Hammond, Semler, 
Michaelis, Meier, and by Wahl, Wilke, and Bretschneider. 


1 Fergusson says, “honest and sometimes piercing ironies were used by holy men 
in scriptures.” One of the best descriptions of wit ever written is that of Barrow, 
in his sermon on this text. “It is,” he says, “indeed a thing so versatile and 
multiform, appearing in so many shapes, so many postures, so many garbs, so vari- 
ously apprehended by several eyes and judgments, that it seemeth no less hard to 
settle a clear and certain notion thereof, than to make a portrait of Proteus, or to 
define the figure of the fleeting air. Sometimes it lieth in pat allusion to a known 
story, or in seasonable application of a trivial saying, or in forging an apposite 
tale: sometimes it playeth in words and phrases, taking advantage from the ambi- 
guity of their sense, or the affinity of their sound: sometimes it is wrapped in a 
dress of humorous expression: sometimes it lurketh under an odd similitude ; some- 
times it is lodged in a sly question, in a smart answer, in a quirkish reason, in a 
shrewd intimation, in cunningly diverting or cleverly retorting an objection: some- 
times it is couched in a bold scheme of speech, in a tart irony, in a lusty hyperbole, 
- in a startling metaphor, in a plausible reconciling of contradictions, or in acute 
nonsense: sometimes a scenical representation of persons or things, a counterfeit 
speech, a mimical look or gesture passeth for it: sometimes an affected simplicity, 
sometimes a presumptuous bluntness giveth it being: sometimes it riseth from a 
lucky hitting upon what is strange, sometimes from a crafty wresting obvious matter 
to the purpose: often it consisteth in one knows not what, and springeth up one 
can hardly tell how. Its ways are unaccountable and inexplicable, being answer- 
able to the numberless rovings of fancy and windings of language.”—Works, vol. i, 
p. 181. Edin. 1841, 
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However consonant to the context this interpretation. may 
appear, it cannot be sustained by any analogies. Such exam- 
ples as yur) ydpuros or yuvty evydpioros belong not to New 
Testament usage. We therefore prefer the ordinary signi- 
fication, “ thanksgiving,” and it is contrary to sound her- 
meneutical discipline on the part of Bullinger, Musculus, and 
Zanchius, to take the term in both acceptations. The verb 
usually supplied is é>rw—“ but let there be rather thanks- 
giving.” Examples of such brachiology are numerous. 
Kiihner, ii. § 852, 1.3 Jelf, § 895; Winer, § 66, 1,2. But 
why may not dvouatécO still guide the construction ? “Rather 
let thanksgiving be named”—let there be vocal expression to 
your grateful emotions. Bengel, justified by Stier, supplies 
avyjxet, which is not a probable supplement. or the apostolic 
idea of the duty of thanksgiving, the reader may compare 
v. 20; Col. ii. 7, iv. 2; 1 Thess. v.18. The Christian life is 
one of continuous reception, which should prompt to continu- 
ous praise. Were this the ruling emotion, an effectual check 
should be given to such sins of the tongue as are. here 
condemned. 

(Ver. 5.) Toro yap tore ywooxovtes, * For this ye know— 
being as you are aware.” Winer, § 45, 8. Tdp states a 
reason, and an awful and solemn one it is. For the éore of the 
Textus Receptus, found in D?, E, H, L, and the Syriac, tore 
is now generally acknowledged to be the genuine reading, as 
having the preponderance of authority, as A, B, D', F, G, 

‘the Vulgate (scitote intelligentes), Coptic, and several of the 
Fathers. “Iore yivécxovres is a peculiar construction, and 
is not wholly identical with the Hebrew usage of connecting 
two parts of the same Hebrew verb together, or with the 
similar usage in Greek. Kiihner, 675, 3; Jelf, § 708, 3. The 
instances adduced from the Septuagint, Gen. xv. 13—yuwwac- 
kav yvoon, and Jer. xlii. 19'—yvovres yraoecOe, are there~ 
fore not in point, as ove is the second person plural of oféa. 
We take the phrase to be in the indicative—as is done by 
Calvin, Harless, Meyer, and De Wette, for the appeal in the 
participle is to a matter of fact—and not in the imperative, as 
is found in the Vulgate, and is thought by Estius, Bengel, 


~ 1 Tn Jer, xlii, 19, Theodotion reads—iore yivdoxovess. 
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Riickert, Matthies, and Stier. Wickliffe renders—“ Wite ye. 
this and vndirstonde’’ (see under verse 8). Ye know— 

re TAs Tépvos, } axdOapros, % wreovéerys, Os eat eidwro- 
rAdtpns—“ that every whoremonger or unclean person, or 
covetous man who is an idolater.”’ Col. iii. 5. Inreovéerns 
is explained under the preceding verse. See under iv. 19. 
The differences of reading are these :—Griesbach, Lach- 
mann, and Alford read 6 after B and Jerome who has quod. 
Other MSS., such as F', G, have ¢iSwdoNarpela, which read- 
ing is found in the Vulgate, Cyprian, and’ Ambrosiaster. 
The first reading, found in A, D, H, K, L, the Syriac, and 
Coptic, seems to be the correct one——the others are merely 
emendations. THarless, Meier, von Gerlach, and Stier suppose 
the relative to refer to the three antecedents, Harless can. 
adduce no reason for this opinion save his own view of the 
meaning of 7Acovefia.. As in Col. iii. 5, the apostle particu- 
larizes covetousness as idolatry. Wetstein and Schoettgen 
adduce rabbinical citations in proof that some sins were named. 
by the Jews idolatry, but to little purpose in the present 
instance. The covetous man makes a god of his possessions, 
aud offers to them the entire homage of his heart. That world 
of which the love and worship fill his nature, is his god, for 
whose sake he rises up early and sits up late. The phrase is 
not to be diluted into this—“ who ‘is bad'as an heathen,” as 
in the loose paraphrase of Barlee—but it means, that the 
covetous man deifying,the world rejects the true Jehovah. 
Job viii..13 ; Matt. vi. 24. Every one of them . 

ook éyet KAnpovoulav— has no inheritance,” and shall or 
can have none; the present stating a fact, or law unalterably 
determined. Winer, § 40,2. IIds . . . ov«. Winer, § 26; 
see under iv. 29—and for cAnpovopia, see under i. 11; iii. 6. 
And the very name of the inheritance vindicates this exclu- 
sion; for it is— . 
.  éy.th Baorreia tod Xpiorob kat Ocobp— in the kingdom of 

Christ and God.” Phil. iii.19. Fand G read efs rHv Bacinelay 
tod @eod cai Xpicrod—an evident emendation. The geni- 
tive Xpiorod, has its analogy in the expressions used Matt. 
xvi. 28; 2'Tim.iv. 1,18. @acirgela and éxxrnola have been 
sometimes distinguished, as if the first referred to the church 
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in heaven, and the other to the church on earth, while others 
reverse this opinion. Usteri, Paulin. Lehrbeg. 352; Koppe, 
Eacursus. I. ad Thessalon. But such a distinction cannot be 
sustained. Pactdela is used with perfect propriety here ; 
éxxAnoia is the church called and collected together, into 
which one of these bad characters may intrude himself; but 
Bactrela is the kingdom under the special jurisdiction of its 
King, and no one can or dare enter without His sanction ; 
for it is, as Origen calls it, ods edvopovpévn. ‘That king- 
dom which begins here, but is fully developed in the heavens, 
is that of Christ and God, the second noun wanting the article. 
Winer, § 19,4. We do not apprehend that the apostle means 
to identify Christ and God, though the latter noun wants the 
article. ‘Though Christ is possessed of Divinity, yet He is 
distinct from God. Jerome, indeed, says—ipsum Deum et 
Christum intelligamus . . . ubi autem Deus est, tam Pater quam 
Filius intelligt potest. Such is the general view of Beza, Zan- 
chius, Glassius, Bengel, Riickert, Harless, Hodge, and Middle- 
ton. Others, such as Meyer, Stier, Olshausen, and Ellicott, 
suppose the apostle to mean that the kingdom of Christ is 
also the kingdom of God—“ in the kingdom which is Christ’s 
and God’s.” @eds often wants the article, and the use of it 
here would have seemed to deny the real Divinity of Christ. 
Christ is called’ God in other places of Paul’s writings; but 
the idea here is, that the inheritance is common to Christ and 
God. The identity of the kingdom is the principal thought, 
and the apostle does not formally say—«al 7 rod Oeod, as 
such phraseology might imply that there were two kingdoms ; 
nor, as Stier remarks, does he even say—-rod eo), as he wishes 
to show the close connection, or place both nouns in a single 
conception. Bishop Middleton’s canon does not therefore 
apply, whatever may be thought of its application to such 
passages as Titus 11.13; 2 Peteri.1; Jude 4, in all of which 
the pronoun #udév is inserted, while in two of them carmp is 
an. attributive, and in one of them Seoérns has a similar 
meaning. G@eot appears to be added, not merely to exhibit 
the authority by which the exclusion of selfish and covetous 
men is warranted, but principally to show the righteous doom 


-of the idolater who has chosen a different deity. It is base. 
20 


386 EPHESIANS V. 6. 


less to say, with Grotius, Vatablus, Gerhardt, Moldenhauer, 
and Baumgarten, that Christ’s kingdom exists on earth and 
God’s in heaven. The kingdom is named Christ’s inasmuch 
as He secures it, prepares it, holds it for us, and at length 
conveys us to it; and it is God’s as it is His originally, and 
would have remained His though Christ had never come ; 
for He is in Christ, and Christ’s mediation is only the work- 
ing out of His gracious purposes—God having committed the 
-administration of this kingdom into His hands, Into Christ’s 
kingdom the fornicator and sensualist cannot come; for, un- 
sanctified and unprepared, they are not susceptible of its 
spiritual enjoyments, and are filled with antipathy to its 
unfleshly occupations; and specially into God’s kingdom “the 
covetous man, who is an idolater,”’ cannot come, for that God 
is not his god, and disowning the God of the kingdom, he is 
self-excluded. As his treasure is not there, so neither there 
could his heart find satisfaction and repose. 

(Ver. 6.) Mybeis duds drratdrw xevois Néyous—*“ Let no one 
deceive you with vain words.” Whatever apologies were 
made for such sensual indulgences were vain words, or soph- 
istry—words without truth, pernicious in their tendency, and 
tending to mislead. See examples from Kypke in loc ; Septua- 
gint—Eixod. v.9; Hos. xii. 1. The Gothic reads—uslusio, 
concupiscat. It is a refinement on the part of Olshausen to 
refer such opinions to antinomian teachers, and on that of 
Meier to confine them to heathen philosophers. Harless 
admits that the precise class of persons referred to by the 
apostle cannot now be defined; but we agree with Meyer 
in the idea, that they appear to be their heathen neighbours ; 
for they were not to associate with them (ver. 7), and they 
were to remember that their present profession placed them 
in a state of perfect separation from old habits and confede- 
rates (ver. 8). Such vices have not wanted apologists in 
every age. The language of Bullinger, quoted also by Har- 
less, has a peculiar power and terseness—LHrant apud Ephesios 
homines corrupti, ut hodie apud nos plurimi sunt, qui hee salu- 
taria Dei preecepta cachinno excipientes obstrepunt : humanum 
esse quod faciant amatores, utile quod feneratores, facetum quod 
joculatores, et tccirco Deum non usque adeo graviter anim- 


EPHESIANS V. 6. 387 


advertere in istiusmodi lapsus." They were to be on their 
guard— 
ua Tadra yap epyeras 4 spy} tod @eod él rods viods Ths 
drevOelas— for because of these things cometh the wrath of 
God. on the sons of disobedience.”” The phrase dsd radra, 
emphatic in position, refers not to the “ vain words,” but more 
naturally to the vices specified—“ on account of these sins.”’ 
Col. iii. 6. The Greek commentators, followed by Stier, 
combine both opinions, but without any necessity. The noun 
stands between two warnings against certain classes of sin and 
sinners, and naturally refers to them by radra., ’Opy7) has 
been illustrated, and so has viol daresOelas, under ii, 2, 3. 
Suicer, sub voce. Many, such as Meyer, restrict the mani- 
festation of the divine anger to the other world, His argu- 


1 Whitby says too—* That the Ephesians stood in need of these instructions we 
learn from Democritus Ephesius, who, speaking of the temple of the Ephesian Diana, 
hath much eg) rie yasdiie edriy— ‘of the softness and luxury of the Ephesians ;’ and 
from Euacles in his book de Ephesiacis, who saith—iv 'Egiow lege idgboacDds irate 
’Ageodirn—' In Ephesus they built temples to Venus, the mistress of the whores ;’ 
and from Strabo, who informs us that ‘in their ancient temples there were old 
images, but in their new, *%0As% éeye—vile works were done.’ (Lib. xiv. p. 640.) 
Among the heathens, simple fornication was held a thing indifferent; the laws 
allowed and provided for it in many nations; whence the grave Epictetus counsels 
his scholars, ‘only to whore—ds vépioy torr—according to law;’ and in all places 
they connived at it. ‘He that blames young men for their meretricious amours,’ 
saith Cicero, ‘does what is repugnant to the customs and concessions of our ances- 
tors, for when was not this done? when was it not permitted?’ This was suitable 
both to the principles and practices of many of their grave philosophers, especially 
of the Stoics, who held it ‘lawful for others to use whores, and for them to get 
their living by such practices.’ Hence even in the church of Corinth some had 
taught this doctrine.” 

“Prenons garde surtout & l’avarice. Elle ne s’annonce pas sous des dehors 
aussi dégotitants que l'impudicité et la fornication; on la déguise sous de beaux 
noms, tels que ceux d’économie sévére, d’esprit d’ordre, de prévoyance ou.de sagesse, 
et, par ce moyen, elle établit plus facilement son empire sur le coeur des hommes. 
Mais considérons attentivement la qualification que lui donne ici saint Paul. I 
déclare qu'elle est une édoldirie. Qu’importe, en effet, qu’on n’adore pas des idoles 
d’or et d’argent, comme les paiens, si l’on adore l’or et Pargent eux-mémes, si ce sont 
eux que l’on recherche pardessus tout, si l’on met son bonheur & les posséder et si 
c'est en eux que l’on esptre? Heélas! Ja grande idole du siécle est encore la statue 
d'or, comme du temps de Nébucadnézar; c’est vers sa figure éblouissante que se 
tournent les regards et les cours des peuples, et c’est delle que l'on attend la j joie et 
la délivrance."—Gauthey, Méditations sur U Epitre de 8, Paul auz Ephésiens, p. 124. 
Paris, 1852, 
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ment is, that dpy?) Geod is in contrast with Pactrela Oeod. 
Granted, but we find the verb éye in the present tense, as 
indicating a present exclusion—an exclusion which, though 
specially to be felt in the future, was yet ordained when the 
apostle wrote. So this anger, though it is to be signally 
poured out at: the Second Coming, is descending at this very 
time—épyerat. It is thus, on the other hand, too narrow a 
view of Calvin, Meier, and Baumgarten-Crusius, to confine 
this dp to the present life. It begins here—the dark cloud 
pours out a few drops, but does not discharge all its terrible 
contents, Such sins especially incur it, and such sinners 
receive in themselves “ that recompense of their error which 
is meet.”’ Rom. i. 27. The wrath of God is also poured ‘out 
on impenitent offenders in the other world. Rev. xxi. 8. 

(Ver. 7.) M7 ody yiverOe cuvpéroxyos adrav—“ Become not 
then partakers with them.” The spelling cvvyéroyor has the 
authority of A, B’, D', F,G; see also under iii. 6. The mean- 
ing is not, as Koppe paraphrases, “Take care lest their fate 
‘befall you,” but, “ become not partakers with them in their 
sins;” ver. 11. Do not through any temptation fall into their 
wicked courses. Ody is collective: because they are addicted 
to those sins on which divine judgment now falls, and con- 
tinued indulgence in which bars a man out of heaven—become 
not ye their associates. 

(Ver. 8.) "Hre yap moré oxdtos—“ For ye were once dark- 
ness.” As Chrysostom says, he reminds them tis mpo- 
vépas xaxias. Tép introduces a special reason for an entire 
separation between the church and the Gentile world. Their 
past and present state were in perfect contrast—#re zroré 
oxotos—“ ye were once darkness—jre—emphatic;” and 
deeds of darkness were in harmony with such a state. Sxdros 
is the abstract—darkness itself—employed to intensify the 
idea expressed. See iv. 18. Darkness is the emblem and 
region of ignorance and depravity, and in such a miserable 
condition they were “ once.” But that state was over—“ the 
day-spring from on high” had visited them— 

viv 8é das év Kuplo— but now ye are light in the Lord.” 
No mév precedes, as the first clause is of an absolute nature. 
Klotz ad Devarius, vol, ii. p. 8356. Aé is adversative, “ now” 
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being opposed to “once.” Chrysostom says—évvorjoartes 
Tt Wre Tote Dpels Kal TL yevovare vov. Cds, an abstract noun 
also, is the image of knowledge and purity. See under i. 18. 
Their condition being so thoroughly changed, their conduct 
was to be in harmony with such a transformation. "Ev Kuplo 
—“in fellowship with the Lord ;” and light can be enjoyed 
in no other element. The phrase is never to be diluted as 
is done by Fritzsche in his allusion to similar phrases. Com- 
ment, ad. Roman, viii. 4. 1 John i. 5, 6, 7. For Kupsos as 
applied to Christ, see i. 2, 8. Such being the case, there fol- 
lows the imperative injunction— 

as Téxva Pwros. mepirarebre—" walk as children of light. ” 
There needs no formal ody to introduce the inference, it makes 
itself so apparent, and is all the more forcible from the want 
of the particle. 2 Cor. vi. 14,16. Tids is often used in a 
similar connection.. See réxvoy under ii. 8. The genitive is 
one of source, and neither noun has the article, Middleton, 
Gr. Art., p. 49. Luke x. 6, xvi. 8; John xii. 36;.1 Thess. v. 5. 
Negatively they were not to be partakers; but neutrality is 
not sufticient—positively they were to walk as children of the 
light. “As children of light’ they were to show by their 
conduct that they loved it, enjoyed it, and reflected its lustre, 
Their course of conduct ought to prove that they hated the 
previous darkness, that they were content with no ambiguous 
twilight, but lived and acted in the full splendour of the Sun 
of Righteousness, hating the secret and unfruitful deeds of 
darkness referred to in the following context. Tepirareire, 
_ under ii. 2, First, the apostle has referred to love as an 
element of Christian walk, vers. 1 and 2; and now he refers 
to light as.an element of the same walk; different aspects of 
the same spiritual purity ; love, and not angry and vengeful 
passions ; light, and not dark and unnameable deeds. 

(Ver. 9.) This verse is a‘ parenthesis, illustrative and con- 
firmatory of the previous clause. 

“O yap xaprés tod pawrds—“ For the fruit of the light,” 
Instead of dwrds the Textus Receptus has Iveduaros. For 
dotos we have the authority of A, B, D, Et, F, G, and the 
Vulgate ; while the Stephanic text is found in D*, E?, K, L, 
the majority of MSS., in the Syriac too, and in two of the 
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Greek commentators: Internal evidence here can have but 
little weight. One may say that dwrds was inserted in room 
of IIvedparos, to give correspondence with the dds of the 
preceding verse; or one may say, on the other hand, that 
Tlvevzaros supplanted ¢wrds from a reminiscence of Gal. v. 22. 
The particle yép is used here, as often, to introduce’a paren- 
’ thetic confirmation. The verse not only explains what is. 
meant by walking as children of light, but really holds out 
an inducement to the duty. “The fruit is ”— 

év rdon ayabootvn— in all goodness.” We cannot Bay; 
with so many expositors, that éors being supplied, the mean- 
ing is—the fruit of the Spirit is in, that is—ponitur—consists 
in, all goodness, &c. In that case, the simple nominative 
might have been employed. We understand the apostle to 
mean, that the fruit is always associated with goodness as 
its element or sphere. Winer, § 47 2 a. These qualities 
uniformly characterize its fruits. No one will assent to the 
unscholarly remark of Kiittner, that the three following nouns 
are merely synonymous. ’AyaOwotvn does not signify bene- 
ficence, properly so called, but that moral excellence which 
springs from religious principle (Gal. v.22; Rom. xv. 14), and . 
leads to kindness, generosity, or goodness. It here may stand 
opposed to the dark and malignant passions which the apostle 
has been reprobating—xaxda. 

Kat Stxatocvvy—* and righteousness.” ‘This is integrity or 
moral rectitude (Rom. vi. 13; 1 Tim. vi..11), and is.in con- 
trast not only with the theft and covetousness already con- 
demned, but with all defective sense of obligation, for it rules 
itself by the divine law, and in every relation of life strives 
to be as it ought to be—and is opposed to déixia. For the 
spelling of this and the preceding noun, see Etymol. Mag. 
sub voce Stxatos. See under iv. 24. 

kat ddnOela—“ and truth.” Truth stands: opposed to in- 
sincerity and dissimulation—~feddos. These three ethical 
terms characterize Christian duty. We cannot agree with 
Baumgarten-Crusius, who thus distinguishes the three nouns: 
the first as alluding to what is internal, the second as pertain- 
ing to human relations, and the ‘third as having reference to 
God. For the good, the right, and the true, distinguish that 
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fruit which is produced out of, or belongs to, the condition. 
which is called “light in the Lord,” and are always distinctive 
elements of the virtues which adorn Christianity. 

(Ver. 10.) Aoxtpdfovres ri éotw ebdperrov T@ Kuplo— 
“ Proving what is well-pleasing to the Lord.” Rom. xii. 2; 
Phil. i. 10; 1 Thess. v. 21. The participle agrees with the 
previous verb zepimareire, as a predicate of mode, and so. 
used in its ordinary sense—trying—proving. Phil.i.10. As 
they walked, they were to be examining or distinguishing 
what is pleasing to the Lord. Evdperrov— well-pleasing”—. 
what the Lord has enjoined and therefore approves. The 
obedience of Christians is not prompted by traditionary or 
unthinking acquiescence, but is founded on clear and discri- 
minative perception of the law and the will of Christ. And 
that obedience is accepted not because it pleases them to offer 
it, but because the Lord hath exacted it. ‘The believer is not 
to prove and discover what suits himself, but what pleases his 
Divine Master. The one point of his ethical investigation is, 
Is it pleasing to the Lord, or in harmony with His law and 
example? This faculty belongs, as Theophylact says, to the 

perfect—ray redelwy éorl Tov Kpivew Suvapévor. 
(Ver. 11.) Kat pa cvveowaveire rots epyows trois axdprrots 
tov oxorouvs—“ And have no fellowship with the unfruitful 
works of darkness.” The spelling cuveowwvetre is found in 
A, B', D}, F, G, L, and the ieason for preferring it is given 
by Tischendorf, ‘with many examples, in his Prolegomena, page 
xlvii. Kaé connects this clause with sepirare?re. Phil. 
iv. 143 Rey. xviii. 4. "Axdpzros is plainly in contrast with 
Kdpros in ver.9. These épya have no good fruits—their only 
fruit, as Theophylact says, is death and shame. See the con- © 
trast between doya and xdprros in.Gal. v. 19,22. «dros has 
been explained under the 8th verse. This. admonition is 
much the:same as that contained in the: re th: verse. Rom. vi. 21, 
viii, 12; Gal. vi. 8. A line of broad gmarcation was to 
separate "the church from the world ; and not only was there 
to be no participation and no connivance, but there was in 
addition to be rebuke— 

parrov Sé kal édéyyere. Marnrov 66 rai— Seay much 
more ”—or better, ‘‘ but rather even ’’—a formula which gives 
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special intensity to the antithesis. Fritzsche, ad. Rom. viii. 34 ; 
Hartung, i. 13845 Gal. iv. 9. It was a duty to have nothing 
to do with the deeds of darkness; but it was a far higher 
obligation to reprimand them. There was to be not simply 
negative separation, but positive rebuke—not by the contrast 
of their own purity, but by formal and solemn reproof. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 245; 2 Tim. iv. 23 Xen. Symp. viii. 43. 

. (Ver. 12.) Ta yap xpudh yuvopueva tr’ adbtdv aicypdv éotw 
Kat rAéyeev—“ for the things in secret done by them it is 
shameful even to speak of.” Such a use of. xa/ discursive is 
explained in Hartung, vol. i. 186, and more fully by Klotz 
ad Devarius, vol. ii. 633, &c. The adverb xpudf occurs only 
here, and aecording to ‘some should be written xpud7, with 
iota subscribed. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. sub voce; Passow, sub 
voce. Deut. xxviii. 57; Wisdom xviii. 9. The connection 
of this verse‘with the preceding has led to no little dispute:— 
1. Baumgarten-Crusius regards it as a hyperbole of indigna- 
tion, and easily evades the difficulty. 2. Koppe and Riickert 
give ydp the sense of “ although,” as if the apostle meant to 
say—Rebuke these sins, even though you should blush to 
mention them. But ydép cannot bear such a meaning. 3. 
Von Gerlach fills in such a supplement as this—It is a shame 
even to speak of their secret sins, yet that should not keep us 
from exposing and rebuking them. 4. On the other hand, 
Bengel, Baumgarten, and Matthies, preceded, it would seem, 
by Cicumenius, take the clause as giving a reason why the 
deeds of. darkness are not specified like the fruit of the light: 
“Have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness ; 
I pause not to name them—it is a shame to mention them.” 
But such sentimental qualms did not trouble the apostle, as 
may be seen from many portions of his writings. Rom. i. 
24-323 1 Cor. vi. 9, 10; Gal. v. 19-21; 1 Tim. i. 9, 10. 
This opinion also identifies “deeds of darkness” with “ the 
things done of them in secret.” Now such an opinion cannot 
be sustained, as it changes the meaning of oxdros from a 
moral into a material sense. It is used in a moral sense in 
ver. 8, and we know that many of the sins of this darkness 
were not committed in secret, but were open and public vices. 
5. The opinions of Meier and Holzhausen are somewhat allied. 
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Meier’s notion is, that Aéyey means to speak in a loose and 
indecorous way, and he supposes the apostle to say, ““ Rebuke 
these sins openly, for it is a shame to make mention of them 
in any other way than that of reproof;” or as Alford says— 
“Your connection with them must only be that which the act 
of édey&s necessitates.” 6. Holzhausen imagines that in the 
phrase ra xpvdf ysvoueva there is reference to the heathen 
mysteries, and that the apostle warns Christians not to unveil 
even in speech their hideous sensualities. But both interpre- 
tations give an emphatic and unwonted meaning to the clause. 
Nor is there the remotest proof that the so-called mysteries 
are referred to. 7. Stier’s idea, which is that’ of Photius, 
Theophylact, and Erasmus, is, that édéyye cannot mean 
verbal reproof, for this verse would forbid it—it being a 
shame to speak of those secret sins—but that it signifies 
reproof conveyed in the form of a consistent life of light. 
Matt. v.16; Phil. iv. 15. “The only rebuke you can give 
must be in ‘the holy contrast of your own conduct, for to 
‘speak of their secret vices is a shame.” Such is virtually 
also the exegesis of Bloomfield and Peile. But that &rdyyw 
signifies other than verbal rebuke, cannot be proved. Where 
the verb may be rendered “convince” —as in 1 Cor. xiv. 24; 
James ii. 9—language is supposed to be the medium of 
conviction. The word, in John iii. 20, has the sense of 
—“ exposed,” but such a sense would not well suit the 
exegesis of Stier. This exposition thus requires more sup- 
plementary ideas than sound interpretation will warrant. 8. 
Anselm, Piscator, Zanchius, Flatt, and Harless take the verse 
not in connection with andyryere, but with ouyKouvevetre, that 
— Have no fellowship with such deeds, for it is a shame 
even to speak of them, surely much more to do them.” This 
opinion identifies too strongly épya oxdrovs with Ta xpudy 
ywoueva—the latter being a special class of the former. 
Lastly, Musculus, De Wette, Meyer, and Olshausen, connect 
the verse immediately with parrov 8é «al éréyxere—the 
meaning being, “ By all means reprove them, and there is the 
more need of it, for it is a shame even to speak of their secret 
sins.” This connection is on the whole the simplest, and 
follows, we think, most naturally the order of thought and 
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earnest admonition. _ That these “things done in secret” have 
any reference to the foul orgies of the heathen mysteries, is a 
position that cannot be proved, though it has been advanced 
by Grotius, Elsner, Wolf, Michaelis, Holzhausen, Macknight, 
and Whitby. But there were in heathendom forms of sins so 
base and bestial, that they shunned the light and courted 
secrecy. 

(Ver. 13.) Té 88 wdvra ercyydueva, trd Tod dards dave- 
podrac— But all those things being reproved, are by the 
light made manifest.” This verse shows why Christians 
should engage in the work of reproof—it i is so salutary: for 
it exhibits such vices in all their odious debasement, and 
proves its own purity and lustre in the very exposure. Many 
and varied have been the interpretations of this statement. 
Olshausen remarks, that the words have gnomenartige Kiirze. 
We take ra 5é wdyra as referring to the Ta xpuph ywopeva, 
and not, as Riickert does—in a general sense, or all things 
generally. Jerome thus understands it—haud dubie quin.ea 
que occulte fiunt. Aé has its adversative force—they are done 
in secret, but they may and ought to be exposed. The apostle 
bids them _reprove those sins, and he here states the result. 
Reprove them, and the effect is, “all these sins being so reproved, 
are made manifest by the light.’ Storr in his Dissertationes 
Exegeticew, and Kuinoel—in a paper on this verse printed in the 
third volume of the Commentationes Theologice of Velthusen,. 
Kuinoel and Ruperti—needlessly argue. that the neuter here 
stands for the masculine. Kuinoel’s view is, “all who are 
reproved and amended ought. to be reproved and amended by 
a man who is a genuine and consistent Christian. He who 
engages in this work of instruction is light—is a son of the 
light—is a true Christian.” Such a violent interpretation 
cannot be received. 

But with which of the terms should é76 rod dards be ass0- 
ciated? 1. De Wette, Crocius, Bloomfield, and Peile, join 
them to the participle é\cyyoueva—all “these reproved by 
the light.” Our objection to this connection is, that dds 
agrees more naturally with davepodrac—the idea being homo- 
geneous, for light is the agent which reveals. De Wette’s 
objection, that rebuke is not uniformly followed by such 
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manifestation, proceeds on the assumption that rebuke is 
all but identical with conversion. 2. On the other hand, 
Stephens and Mill place a comma after éAeyyéueva, and the 
connection of dés with the verb is advocated by Bengel,. Meier, 
Harless, Olshausen, Meyer, and Stier. All those sins done 
in secret, if they are reproved, are brought into open view by 
the light. és is used, as in a previous verse, to denote the 
gospel as a source of light. When such sins are reproved, 
they are exposed, they are unveiled in their hideousness by 
the light let in upon them. Being deeds of darkness, they 
need the light of Christianity to make them manifest, for other 
boasted lights only flickered and failed to reveal them. Philo- 
sophy was only “ darkness visible” around them. 

Tay yap To havepodpevov Pas éoriv. lav ro.. Winer, § 18, 
4, The meaning depends greatly on this—whether davepov- 
pevov be taken in a middle or passive sense. Many prefer the 
passive sense, which is certainly the prevailing one in the 
New Testament, and occurs in the previous clause. The 
exposition of Olshausen, Stier, Ellicott and Alford is—“ what- 
ever is made manifest is light ”—“ all things illuminated by 
the light are themselves light.” Well may Olshausen add— 
“this idea has somewhat strange in it,” for he is compelled 
to admit “that light does not always exercise this transform~ 
ing influence, for the devil and all the wicked are reproved by 
the light, without becoming themselves light.” Alford calls 
this objection “null,” as being a misapprehension of das eo, 
but das in his exegesis changes its meaning from the previous 
verse. ‘This opinion of Olshausen is virtually that of the 
Greek patristic expositors, who are followed by Peter Lom-~ 
bard. Theophylact says—éedav dé davepwOh, ylveras pas. 
Harless renders, “ what has been revealed is no longer a 
hidden work of darkness: it is light.” The view of Rell, 
Robinson, and Wilke, is not dissimilar. Thus also Ellicott— 
“becomes light, as of the nature of light.” A dark object 
suddenly illumined may indeed be said to be all light, because 
it is surrounded with light, and this is the notion of Bretsch- 
neider. But if this be the view, it seems to make the apostle 
use a tautology, “whatever is revealed, is enlightened ;” 
unless you understand the apostle to. say, that by such a pro- 
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cess they themselves who were once darkness become. light. 
De Wette’s explanation of the same rendering is—without 
das there is no davepodmevov, and where there is davepovmevov 
there is light. But the apostle does not utter such a truism 
—where every thing is manifested there is light. Piscator’s 
hypothesis is equally baseless—“ whatever is manifested is 
light, that is, is manifested by the light.” The passive mean- 
ing may be adopted, with the proviso that the apostle does not 
say whether the light be for conversion or condemnation. But 
while this view may thus be grammatically defended, still 
we feel as if the context led us to take the last clause as a 
reason of the statement contained in the first. Thus, some 
prefer, with Beza, Calvin, Vatablus, Grotius, Rollock, Zanchius, 
Morus, Wahl, Turner, and the Peschito, to give the participle 
a reflexive or medial signification. Meyer affirms that dave- 
povpat is always passive, but the passive may have a medial 
signification, as it seems to have sometimes in the New Testa- 
ment, Mark xvi. 12; John i. 31, ix. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11; 
Jelf, § 367, 2. Olshausen takes up the exegesis of Grotius, 
which is also that of Bodius and Dickson—* for the light is 
the element that makes all clear,’”’ and then argues grammati- 
cally against such a rendering. But according to the accurate 
position of subject and predicate, the meaning is— whatever 
makes manifest or renders apparent, is light.” Such manifes- 
tation is the nature and function of light. These clandestine 
sins, when reproved, are disclosed by the light so cast upon 
them, for it belongs to light to make such disclosures. The 
apostle urges his readers to reprove such sins, which though 
done in secret, will and must be exposed; yea, all of them 
being reproved, are shone upon by the light—that light which 
radiates from Christianity. And this power of unveiling in 
Christianity is properly called “ light,” for whatever causes 
such things to disclose themselves is of the essence of light. 
Such is a natural and simple view of the verse. See Liicke— 
Commentar. John iii. 21; vol. i., p. 550, 3rd ed. : 
And that this rebuke is a duty, the discharge of which is 
attended with the most salutary results, is now shown by a 
reference to the ancient inspired oracles. 
— Ver. 14, Ard réyes— Wherefore He saith.” See under iv. 8; 
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5:6 ii. 11. Tt would be quite contrary to Pauline usage to 
suppose that this formula introduced any citation but one from 
the Old Testament. But the quotation is not found literally 
in any portion of the Hebrew oracles. Grotius and Elsner 
propose to make das the nominative to Aéyeo—“ wherefore a 
man of light—one of these reprovers says ;” an opinion not 
very remote from Seiler’s version—die LErleuchteten sollen 
sprechen—those who are light themselves should speak to the 
children of darkness in the following. terms—“ Awake thou 
that sleepest, and arise from the dead.” An early opinion, 
reported by Theodoret as belonging to twvés Trav EppevevTar, 
has been adopted by Heuman, Pecile, ii. p. 896; Michaelis, 
Dipke, Hermeneutik, p. 275. Leipzig, 1829; Storr, Stolz, 
Flatt, and Bleek, Stud. und Krit. 1853, p. 831. It is that 
the quotation is taken from one of the hymns of the early 
Christian church. Michaelis regards it, indeed, as an excerpt 
from some baptismal formula. Of such a supposition there is 
no proof; and the reference to 1 Cor. xiv. 26, is certainly no 
argument in its favour. In a similar spirit Barnes says— 
““T see no evidence that Paul meant to make a quotation at 
all.” The idea of Stier is, that the apostle. quotes some 
Geisteswort—some saying given to the church by its inspired 
prophets, and based upon Isa. Ix., and therefore warranting 
_ the ds6 Aéyet, as truly as any clause of canonical writ. But 
the language of the apostle gives no hint of such a source of 
quotation, nor have we any parallel: example. Others have 
recourse to the hypothesis that Paul has quoted from some 
apocryphal composition. Such an opinion has been men- 
tioned by Jerome as a simplex responsio, while he adds the 
saving clause—non quod apocrypha comprobaret; by Epi- 
phanius, Contra Hereses, p. 42, who refers to the prophecy 
of Elias; by Huthalius, and George the Syncellus (Chronolog. 
p. 21), who appeal to the apocryphal treatise named Jere- 
miah ; while Codex G gives the citation to the book of Enoch, 
and Morus holds generally by the hypothesis which is also 
espoused by Schrader, that the clause is borrowed from some 
lost Jewish oracle. Rhenferd contends that reference is made 
here, as in Acts xx. 35, to one of Christ’s unwritten sayings, 
Nor is the difficulty removed by adopting the clumsy theory 
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to which Jerome has also alluded, and which Bugenhagen and 
Calixtus have adopted, that the nominative to Neyer is a sub- 
jective influence—the Spirit, or Christ within Paul himself, 
an imitation of the older idiom—“ thus saith the Lord.” Nor 
is the solution proposed by Bornemann at all more tenable, 
viz. that Aéyee is impersonal, and that the clause may be 
rendered—* wherefore it may be said”’—or “one may say.” 
Scholia in Lucam, p. 48. But the active form is not used 
impersonally, though the passive is, and dyoi is the common 
term. Pape, and Passow, sub vocibus; Bernhardy, p. 419. 
Riickert confesses that the subject lies in impenetrable dark- 
ness ; but the most extraordinary of all the solutions is the 
explanation of Meyer, and by those who believe in a plenary 
inspiration it will be rebuked—not refuted. His words are 
—“The 66 Aéyet shows that Paul intended to quote from a 
canonical writing, but as the citation is not from any canoni- 
cal book, he adduced, through lapse of memory, an apocryphal 
passage, which he, citing from memory, took to be canonical. 
But out of what apocryphal writing the quotation is taken we 
know not.” 

Assuming that the quotation is made from the Old Testa- 
ment, as the uniform use of sd Aéyes implies, the question 
still remains—what place is cited ? Various verses and clauses 
have been fixed upon by critics, the majority of whom, from 
Thomas Aquinas down to Olshausen, refer to Isa. lx. 1, though 
some, such as _Beza, Meier, and others, prefer Isa. xxvi. 19. 
Isa. ix. 2 is combined, by Baumgarten, Holzhausen, and 
Klausen, with lx. 1 (Hermeneutik, p. 416. Leipzig, 1841), 
Other combinations have been proposed. The matter is 
involved in difficulty, and none of these places is wholly 
similar to the verse before us. Harless and Olshausen make 
it plausible that the reference is to Isa. lx. 1—aphs NIMD “TH DAP 
I pw nye taa—“4 Arise, shine; for thy light is come, and 
the glory of the Lord is risen ‘upon thee.” The imperative 
is there used with the verb “ arise ;” and if we turn back to 
lix. 10, the figure of darkness. is ‘employed by the prophet, 
as well as in the 2d ver. of chap. lx. The words of the 
apostle may, therefore, be viewed as the quintessence of 
the prophet’s exclamation—“ arise.” That idea suggested 
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to the apostle’s mind the previous condition of those to 
whom this trumpet-note was addressed, and he describes 
it. thus—“ awake thou that sleepest;”’ and as that species 
of slumber was a lethargy of death, he adds—“ arise from 
the dead.” “Arise, be light,” says the. prophet, “for thy 
light is come, and the glory of Jehovah has risen upon 
thee ;”4—but the apostle resolves the prophecy into a more 
prosaic description of its fulfilment— and Christ shall give 
thee light.” The use of the name Christ shows us, as. Alford 
insists, that the apostle meant to make no direct or verbal 
quotation. But the entire subject. of New Testament quota- 
tion is not without its difficulties. Gouge, New Testament 
Quotations, London, 1855; Davidson, Hermeneutics, p. 334. 
We find that similar examples of quotation, according to spirit, 
are found in the New Testament, as in James iv. 5; 2 Cor. 
vi. 16, 17; Matt. ii. 23. The prophecy is primarily addressed 
to Zion, as the symbol of the church. Nor do we apprehend 
that the application is different in the quotation before us, as 
the words are addressed still to the church—as one that had 
been asleep and dead, but the divine peal had startled it. It 
had realized the blessed change of awakening and resurrection, 
and had also rejoiced in the light poured upon it by Christ. 
Nay, though it was “ sometime darkness, it was now light in 
the Lord;”’ and its light was not to be hidden—it was to 
break in upon the dark and secret places around it, that they 
too might be illuminated. In the formation and extension of 
any church the prophecy is always realized in spirit; for it 
shows of whom a church is composed, what was the first con- 
dition of its members, by what means they have been trans- 
formed, and what is one primary duty of their organization. 

éyerpe 0 kabeviwv— awake thou that sleepest.” For the 
case, see Winer, § 14, 2. Lachmann reads éyespas after the 
Textus Receptus, but the majority of critics adopt the spelling 
éyetpe. It is used not as the active for the middle, but, as 
Fritzsche suggests, it was the form apparently employed in 
common speech. Comm. ad Marc. ii. 9. That sleep was pro- 
found, but there had been a summons to awake. To awake 


1 See the respective commentaries of Vitringa, Gesenius, Henderson, Hitzig, and 
Alexander on the passage. 
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is man’s duty, for he is commanded to obey, and he does obey 
under the influence of the Divine Spirit. . 

nab dvdora ee tov verpov—“ and arise from the dead.” 
The meaning of véxpos so used may be seen under ii. 1. 
Bornemann, in Luc. p.97. "“Avdora is a later form for dvdc- 
70. Winer, § 14, 1-h. The command is similar to that 
given by our Lord to the man with the withered hand—. 
“ Stretch it forth.” The man might have objected and said, 
“ Could 1 obex thee in this, I would not have troubled thee. 
Why mock m4 with my infirmity, and bid me do the very 
thing I cannot But the man did not so perplex himself ; 
and Christ, in exdittag the desire to obey, imparted the power 
to obey. See under iN,2 5 -v. 6. 

Kar éripavcet cot 5 Xpuords—" and. Christ shall enlighten 
thee.” The various spellings of the verb, and the change of 
¢ into , have arisen from inadvertence. On the different 
forms of this verb, see Fritzsche on Mark ii. 11, Winer, § 15. 
This variation is as old as the days of Chrysostom, for he 
notices it, and decides for the common reading. The verb 
itself occurs nowhere else in the.New Testament, though it is 
once found in the “ Acts of Thomas”—éréhavoe yap wot— 
§ 34. This light Christ flashes upon the dead, and startles 
them into life. And the apostle continues— 

(Ver. 15.) Brésrere, odv, axpiBds wepuvareire. “ Take 
heed then how ye walk correctly.” Calvin has been felici- 
tous in his view of the connection—si aliorwm discutere tene- 
bras jideles debent fulgore suo: quanto minus cecutire ipst 
debent in proprio vite instituto? In this view ody is closely 
joined to the verse immediately preceding, and such is the 
view of Harless. De Wette and Alford, however, connect it 
with ver. 8—a connection which reduces unwarrantably all 
the preceding verses to a parenthesis; while Meyer quite 
arbitrarily joins it to the last clause of the 11th verse. The 
truth is, that the whole train of thought from the 8th verse to 
the 14th is so similar, that the apostle follows it all up with 
the injunction before us. Ody is retrospective, indeed (Klotz 
ad Devarius i. 718), but the last verse is present specially to 
the apostle’s mind. ‘The indicative, and not the subjunctive, 
is used, the meaning being, how you walk, not how you 
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should walk. Winer, § 41,4; or vedete igttur . . . guomodo 
illud efficiatis ut provide vivatis. Fritzschiorum Opuscula, p. 
208-9, note. ‘The necessity of personal holiness in themselves, 
and the special duty of reproof and enlightenment which lay 
on them toward their unbelieving fellows, taught them this 
accuracy of walk. Ids is different in aspect from wa as 
in 1 Cor. xvi. 10, and it stands after Brérerm in 1 Cor. 
iii. 10. The verb is followed by azo in Mark viii. 15, and 
by a simple accusative in Phil. i. 2; Col. iv. 17. Such 
passages show that it would be finical to suppose that this 
verb of vision was used from its connection yith the term light 
in the former verse. To dxpuBas, which halifies not Srérere 
but seperarefre, some give the meaning of “accurately,” or 
as Bengel renders it—piinktlich, a rendering in which Harless 
and Stier acquiesce; while others follow Luther, who translates 
vorsichtig, of which the “ circumspectly” of our version is an 
imitation, Col. iv. 5 adds—srpés rods é&w, a phrase which 
Olshausen supposes should be understood here. 1 Thess. iv. 1. 
The first meaning is more in accordance with the prevailing 
usage of the word in all other places of the New Testament. 
Matt. ii. 8; Luke i. 3; Acts xviii. 25; 1 Thess. v. 2. Still 
the second meaning is virtually involved in the first, for 
this accuracy or perfection of walk has a special reference to 
observers. They were to see to it that they were walking— 

pn @ aoopot, GAN ws copoi— not as unwise, but as wise 
men ;” first a negative, and secondly a positive aspect. Kypke, 
p- 350; Winer, § 65, 5. The subjective ~ connects the 
clause with vepirare?re. If the Ephesian Christians walked 
without taking heed to their ways, then they walked as fools 
do, who stumble and fall or miss the path. Wisdom, not in 
theory, but in practice—wisdom, and not mere intelligenee— 
was to characterize them; that wisdom which preserves in 
rectitude, guides amidst temptations, and affords a lesson of 
consistency to surrounding spectators. And if there be any 
allusion to verse 11, then the inferential meaning is—it would 
be the height of folly to rebuke that sin which the reprover is 
openly committing ; to condemn profane swearing, and barb 
the reprimand with an oath; or exemplify the vices of wrath 


and clamour in anathematizing such as may be guilty of them 
2D 
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It is strange infatuation to be obliged in pointing others to 
heaven, to point over one’s shoulder. And one peculiar proof 
and specimen of wisdom is now given— 

(Ver. 16.) ’"KEayopatouevor tov Karpdv— Redeeming the 
time.” Col. iv. 5. The participle has been variously under- 
stood. The translation of Luther—“ suit yourselves to the 
time,” is plainly without foundation—schicket euch in die Zeit. 
The pharaphrase of Ambrosiaster is similar—scire quemad- 
modum unicunque respondeat. ‘The verb denotes to buy out 
of—éx; and the middle voice intimates that the purchase is for 
one’s self—for one’s own personal benefit. Kacpos, probably 
allied to xeipw, is not ypdvos, simply time, but opportunity.? 
Tittmann, De Synon., p. 39; Donaldson, New Cratylus, p. 
820; see, however, Benfey, Wurzellex. vol. ii. p. 288. This 
opportunity is supposed to be in some other’s possession, and 
you buy it. You make it your own by purchase, by giving 
in exchange those pleasures or that indolence, the indulgence 
of which would have made you forego such a bargain. The 
meaning is, then—making the most of every opportunity. 
Such is at least a.signification that neither the words them- 
selves nor the context disprove. We are not on the one 
hand to say with Meyer, that é« is merely intensive, for it 
points to that out of which, or out of whose power, the 
purchase is to be made; still, we are not anxiously, on the 
other hand, to find out and specify from whom or what the 
time is to be redeemed, and to call it “bad men,” with 
Jerome and Bengel, or “the devil,” with Calvin. .Such is 
too hard a pressure upon the figure. Neither are we curi- 
ously to ask, what is the price given in exchange? Such is 
the gratuitous minuteness of Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
Cicumenius, who refer us to “opponents bribed off,” and 
of Augustine, Calvin, Estius, Zanchius, Riickert, and Stier, 
who understand by the alleged price the offering of all earthly 


1 “ Mitylena oriundus Pittacus sum Lesbius, 
Tiyvarns xesedy qui dixi sententiam. 
Sed iste zaseés, tempus ut noris, monet: 
Et esse zargdy, tempestivum quod vocant. 
Romana sic est vox, VENITO IN TemMporRE.” 
—Ausonius, Opera, p. 145, Biponti, 1785. 
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hindrance and pleasure. Beza’s better illustration is that of 
a merchant whose foresight enables him to use all things for 
his own purposes; and Olshausen remarks that such a lesson 

is taught in the parable recorded in Luke xvi. 1-16. The 

exegesis of Harless is by far too restricted, for he confines the 

phrase to this meaning—“ to know the right point of time 

when the light of reproof should be let in on the darkness of 

sin.” Still farther removed from the right conception is the-, 
interpretation of Grotius, as if the command were one addressed 
to Christians, to avoid danger and so prolong their life; or 

that of Wilke, Macknight, and Bretschneider, which is— 

“ seize every opportunity to shun danger.” It is thought by 

some that the phrase is founded on-the Greek version of Dan. 

ii. 8, where Nebuchadnezzar said to the Magi of Babylon 

—IR, pH suv ms, rendered—dére Karpov byes eLaryopatere. 
Even though we were obliged to agree with Dathe, Rosen- 

miiller, Gesenius, Maurer, and Hitzig, that the phrase meant 

there, to buy up or to prolong the time, or seek delay, yet 

here the article prefixed by the apostle gives the noun a defi- 

nite speciality. Sese (id quod dificillinum fuertt) tempus 

ipsum emisse judicit sui. Cicero in Verrem, iii. p. 240; Opera, 

ed. Nobbe, Lipsiz, 1850. The “unwise” allow the propi- 

tious moment to pass, and it cannot be recalled. They may 

eulogize it, but they have missed it. The “wise,” on the 

other hand, who walk correctly, recognize it, appreciate it, 

take hold of it, make it at whatever sacrifice their own, and 

thriftily turn it to the best advantage. They redeem it, as 

Severianus says—oore xaraypjoacOa adT@ mpos evoéBeav. 

The apostle adds a weighty reason— 

Ste ai Hpépar mrovnpai eiorv— because the days are evil.”’ 
The apostle, as Olshausen remarks, does not adduce the few- 
ness of the days to inculcate in general the diligent use of time, 
but he insists on the evil of the days for the purpose of urging 
Christians to seize on every opportunity to counteract that 
evil. Beza, Grotius, Riickert, Robinson, Wilke, and Wahl, 
take the adjective in the sense of— sorrowful, calamitous, or 
dangerous.’ But we prefer the ordinary meaning—“ evil,” 
morally evil, and it furnishes a strong argument. Their days 
were evil, All days have indeed been evil, for sin abounds 
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in the world. But the days of that period were characterized 
by many enormities, and the refining power of Christianity 
was only partially and unequally felt. If these days.so evil 
afforded any opportunities of doing good, it was all the more 
incumbent on Christians:‘to win them and seize them. The 
very abundance of the evil was a powerful argument to redeem 
the time, and the apostle writing that letter in a prison was 
a living example of his own counsel. It is wholly foreign to 
the context, on the part of Holzhausen, to refer these evil days - 
to the period of the mystery of iniquity. 2 Thess. ii.4; 1 Tim. 
iv. 1. The Greek fathers are careful to remark that the apostle 
calls the days evil, not in themselves—r7v otclav—as they 
are creatures of God ; but on account of the events with which 
they are connected. 

(Ver. 17.) Asad rodTo pr) yiverbe dbpoves—* On this account 
become not senseless.” On this account—not because the 
days are evil—ézed? 4 trovnpla dvOci—as. is supposed by 
CHcumenius, Menochius, Zanchius, Estius, Riickert, and De 
Wette ; but because we are summoned to walk wisely, redeem- 
ing the time, the days being evil, therefore we are to possess 
a high amount of Christian intelligence. The epithet ddpov 
characterizes a man who does not use his rational powers. 
Ast, Lex. Plat., sub. voce. It differs from doodos which has 
reference more to folly im action and daily walk; whereas it, 
as this verse intimates, signifies a non-comprehension of the 
principles on which that walk is to be regulated. Tittmann, 
De Synon. 148. 

dAna cuveevtes Ti TO OéAnpa Tod Kuplov— but understand- 
ing what the will of the Lord is.” The participle is variously 
read. A and B read in the imperative, ovviere, which Jerome 
follows, a reading also approved by Lachmann and Riickert, 
though it is probably an emendation conforming to the other 
imperatives; while cvvodvres is the reading of D1, F, G, and 
is preferred by Harless, Alford, and Meyer; while D’, E, 
K, L, and almost all MSS. read as the Textus Receptus— 
auvievres. We have no objection to the common reading, 
which is retained by Tischendorf. The participle signifies 
knowing intelligently, and means more than ywooxrew. Luke 
xii, 47, That will which it is their duty to understand is the 
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authoritative expression of the mind of Christ, who embodied 
in His own example the purity and benignity of all His pre- 
cepts. Codex B adds juev, and Codex A has Oecob—both 
evidently without authority. The Ephesiaw Christians, in 
order to enable themselves to redeem the time, were not to be 
thoughtless, but to possess a perfect understanding of the 
Master’s will. They would then form just conceptions of 
daily duty, and would not lose time through the perplexity of 
conflicting obligations. For 0éAnpa see under i. 5,9, 11, and 
for Kupsos, under i. 2, 3. 

(Ver. 18.) Kat ur pcOiocxecbe olvw— And be not made 
drunk with wine.” Prov. xx. 1, xxiii. 20; 1 Thess. v. 7. 
Again, there is first the negative, and then the positive injunc- 
tion. By «ai transition is made from a general counsel to a 
particular instance, and the injunction thus becomes climactic. 
The dative oivm is like the Latin ablative of instrument. 
Winer, § 31-7. There is no proof in the context for the opinion 
held, and reckoned possible by De Wette, Koppe, and Holz- 
hausen, that the apostle alludes, as in 1 Cor. xi., to any abuse 
of the old love-feasts, or of the Lord’s Supper. Olvos (with 
the digamma—vinum, Wein), as the common drink of the 
times, is specified by the apostle as the means of intoxication. 
And he adds— 

év @ éotiv dowria— in which is: dissoluteness,” or profli- 
gacy— Lucuria; Vulgate. Tittmann, De Synon. p. 152; 
Lrench, Synon. § 16. Prov. xxviii. 7; Tit. i.6; 1 Pet. iv. 4. 
The antecedent to 6 is not olvos, but the entire previous 
clause, The Syriac borrows simply—J}e,40Om! The term 
dawros, from a privative and cdfw, is the picture of a sad and 
very common result. It is sometimes used by the classics to 
signify one who is, as we say, “ past redemption ’’—7apa 76 
cote (Ltymolog. Mag.) ; oftener one gui servare nequit. The 
adverb dodrws is used of the conduct of the prodigal son in 
the far country in Luke xv. 18. See Tit. i. 6; 1 Pet. iv. 4; 
Sept. Prov. xxviii. 7; 2 Mace. iv.6. Aristotle, in his Ethics, 
iv., virtually defines the term thus—rd fOeipew tiv odciay, 
—or again, dowria éotw tmepBory rept xpjuara—or again, 
Tovs axpatels Kat és dkodaciav Satravynpuvs dawTous KaNodEv, 
Cicero (De Finibus) says—nolim mihi fingere asotos, ut soletis, 
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gui in mensam vomant, p. 1006, Opera, ed. Nobbe. Theophy- 
lact, alluding to the etymology, says—ob owtes GAN a7roddv- 
ow ob Td cpa movoy GNA Kat 7 aruy7v; and the drunkard’s 
progress, described by Clement in the first chapter of the 
second book of his Pedagogue, is a series of tableaux without 
veil or reserve. Referring to the origin which he assigns to 
the term, he also says—Acdrous te avrovs of kahécavtes eb 
pot Soxotaw aivirrerOat Td Tédos avToY, GodoTovs avTovs, 
Kata &cOxupw Tod o oTotyelov vevonKoTes. 

There is in the vice of intemperance that kind of dissolute- 
ness which brooks no restraint, which defies all efforts to reform 
it, and which sinks lower and lower into hopeless and helpless 
ruin. It is erroneous, therefore, on the part of Schoettgen, to 
restrict the term to lasciviousness, though intemperance be, as 
Varro called it, Veneris suscitabulum; as Jerome too, venter 
mero aestuans facile despumat in libidinem. ‘The connection 
between the two vices is notorious; but libidinous indulgence 
is only one element of the dcwria. This tremendous sin of 
intemperance is all the more to be shunned as its hold is so 
great on its victims, for with periodical remorse there is peri- 
odical inebriety ; the fatal cup is again coveted and drained ; 
while character, fortune, and life are risked and lost in the 
gratification of an appetite of all others the most brutal in form 
and. brutifying in result. There are few vices out of which 
there is less hope of recovery—its haunts are so numerous and 
its hold is so tremendous. As Ephesus was a commercial 
town and busy seaport, its wealth led to excessive luxury, and 
Bacchus was the rival of Diana. The women of Ephesus as 
the priestesses of Bacchus, danced round Mark Antony’s chariot 
on his entrance into the city. Drunkenness was indeed an 

1 Bammidbar rabba sect. 10, fol. 206, 3. w ? ww op by my Ubicunque 
est vinum, nimirum quod abundanter bibitur, ibi est immunditia, scortatio, et 
adulterium. . 

Tbidem fol. 208, 8. Si homo unum poculum bibit, nempe myyy quarta pars 
_ rationis ab ipso recedit. Si duos bibit, dux partes rationis abeunt. Si tres, toti- 
dem partes rationis abeunt, et cor ipsius conturbatum est, et statim ejusmodi 
verba loquitur, que nulli rei quadrans. Si vero quatuor bibit, tunc omnis ratio 
abscedit, et renes ejus (in quibus ex mente Judworum etiam pars quedam rationis 
residet) perturbantur, et cor diripitur, et lingua officium non facit, vult quidem 


aliquid proferre, sed non potest. 
Post pauca ibid. PT POH RW AW PN Non egreditur bonum quid e vino. 
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epidemic in those times and lands. Alexander the Great, who 
died a-sacrifice to Bacchus and not to Mars, offered a prize to 
him who could drink most wine, and thirty of the rivals died 
in the act of competition. Plato boasts of the immense quan- 
tities of liquor which Socrates could swill uninjured ; and the 
philosopher Xenocrates got a golden crown from Dionysius 
for swallowing a gallon at a draught. Cato often lost his 
senses over his choice Falernian. ‘The “excess” or dissolute- 
ness attendant on drunkenness and the other vices referred to 
in the previous context, is also illustrated by many passages in 
the Miles Gloriosus of Plautus, the Latin version of an older 
. Greek drama. The “ braggart captain,” a citizen of Ephesus, 
is described in the prologue by his own servant as “ a vain, 
impudent, foul fellow, brimful of lying and lasciviousness.’! 
Another character of the piece thus boasts—“ Hither the merry 
banterer likewise, or the agreeable boon companion will I be; 
no interrupter of another am I at a feast. I bear in mind 
how properly to keep myself from proving disagreeable to my 
fellow-guest,” &. . . . . . In fine, at Ephesus was 
I born, not among the Apulians, not at Animula ” *—(there 
being in this last term a difference of reading). 

GAG TAnpotabe év Ivevuati— but be filled with the 
Spirit.” The terms otvos and mrvedua are not contrasted simply, 
as is pleaded by Harless, but the two clauses are in antithesis. 
The verb is in the passive voice, and is followed by the 


1“ Hoc oppidum Ephesu’st: inde Miles meus herus, 
Qui hinc ad forum abiit, gloriosus, impudens, 
Stercoreus, plenus perjurii atque adulterii.”—Act ii. sc. 1. 
2 “Et ego amoris aliquantulum habeo, humorisque meo etiam in corpore: 
Neque dum exarui ex amcenis rebus et voluptariis, 
Vel cavillator facetus, vel conviva commodus 
Item ero: neque ego unquam oblocutor sum alteri in convivio. . 
Incommoditate abstinere me apud convivas commode 
Commemini, et mex orationis justam partem persequi; 
Et meam partem itidem tacere, cum aliena est oratio. 
Neque ego unquam alienum scortum subigito in convivio, 
Neque preripio pulpamentum, neque prevorto poculum, 
Neque per vinum unquam ex me exoritur dissidium in convivio. 
Si quis ibi est odiosus, abeo domum, segrego. 
Venerem, amorem, amcenitatemque accubans exerceo. 
Minime sputator, screator sum, itidem minime muccidus, 
Post Ephesi sum natus; non in Apulis, non sum in Umbria.”—Act. ili, se. 1. 
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instrumental év—an unusual construction. It has after it some- 
times the genitive and sometimes the dative or accusative, 
with different meanings. Winer, § 31, 7. *Ev, therefore, may 
denote the element as frequently, and not the instrument; the 
Spirit, as Matthies says, being represented not merely als 
Mittel und Inhalt, Col. ii. 10, iv. 12. Not only were they to 
possess the Spirit, but they were to be filled in the Spirit, as 
vessels filled to overflowing with the Holy Ghost. Men are 
intoxicated with wine, and they attempt to “ fill” themselves 
with it; but they cannot. The exhilaration which they covet 
can only be felt periodically, and again and again must they 
drain the wine cup to relieve themselves of despondency. But 
Christians are “filled” in or with the Spirit, whose influences 
are not only powerful, but replete with satisfaction to the 
heart of man. Ps. xxxvi. 8; Acts ii. 15,16. It is 4 sensation 
of want—a desire to fly from himself, a craving after something 
which is felt to be out of reach, eager and restless thirst to enjoy, 
if at all possible, some happiness and enlargement of heart— 
that usually leads to intemperance. But the Spirit fills Chris- 
tians, and gives them all the elements of cheerfulness and peace; _ 
genuine elevation and mental freedom; superiority to all de- 
pressing influences; and refined and permanent enjoyment. 
Of course, if they are so filled with the Spirit, they feel no 
appetite for debasing and material stimulants. 

(Ver. 19.) Aadodvres éavrots— Speaking to one another.” 
Under the relaxing influence of wine the tongue is loosened, 
and the unrestrained conversation too often passes into that 
species of language, the infamy of which the apostle has already 
exposed. The participle is connected in syntax with w)7- 
potabe, for this “speaking” is the result of spiritual fulness. 
“Eavrois is for adAnjdous, a8 in iv. 82, and cannot signify, as 
Morus and Michaelis would render it—“ with yourselves,” 
or “within you,” but “among yourselves,” or “in concert.” 
The verb Aadety has the general signification of “using the 
voice,” and is specifically different from edzrety and Aédyeuv, for 
it is used of the sounds of animals and musical instruments. 
See the Lexicons, and Tittmann, De Synon. pp. 79, 80. Each 
was not to repeat a psalm to his neighbour, for in such a case 
confusion and jargon would be the result; but the meaning of 
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the clause seems to be this—“ Giving expression among your- 
selves, or in concert, to your joyous emotions in psalms and 
hymns and spiritual songs.” Aadobdpres éavrois, different 
from éyovres mpos éavrods, may, perhaps, signify “ in 
responsive chorus,” or dicere secum invicem, as Pliny’s letter 
describes it. We know that ancient sacred song was of this 
antiphonal nature; nay, Nicephorus Callistus in his History, 
xiii. 8, says, that such a practice was handed down from the 
apostles—riv tdv dvripaverv cv} Peay dvolev arrocTohwv 7 
éxxdnola tapédaBe. Theodoret traces the ‘same custom to 
the church at Antioch (Hist. Eccles. ii. 24), while Socrates 
ascribes the origin of it to Ignatius. Ast. vi. 8. Augus- 
tine, however, carries such responsoria no higher than the epis- 
copate of Ambrose at Milan. But indeed many of the psalms 
were composed so as to be sung by a chorus and semichorus, 
as is plainly marked in the 2nd and in the 24th. 

The apostle refers certainly to social intercourse, and in all 
probability also, and at the same time, to meetings for divine 
service. The heathen festivals were noted for intemperate 
revelry and song, but the Christian congregation was to set 
an example of hallowed exhilaration and rapture. The pages 
of Clement of Alexandria throw some light on such ancient 
practices. Padagog. lib. ii. cap. 4. We cannot say, with Le 
Clere and Riickert, that the three following terms are synony- 
mous. repetitions, and that the apostle does not characterize 
different kinds of sacred poetry :-— 

ararpots— in psalms’’—the dative being what Winer 
calls “the simple dative of direction.” § 31-4. This term, 
from »rdAAew—to strike the lyre, is, according to its deriva- 
tion, a sacred song chaunted to the accompaniment of instru- 
mental music. So Basil rightly defines it—o wands, Adyos 
dort povotxds, OTayv etpvOmas KaTa Tos ApmoviKOs Néyous 
mpos TO Opyavoyv Kpovnrar. On Ps. xxix. The definition of 
Gregory of Nyssa is similar—yards éotw 4 Sid Tod dpydvov 
Tov povotkod perwdia. ‘This specific idea was lost in course 
of time, and the word retained only the general sense of a 
sacred poetical composition, and corresponds to the Hebrew 
“iow, It denotes sometimes the Book of Psalms (Luke xx. 
42; Acts i. 20, xi. 83; and im one place it signifies the im- 
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‘provised effusion of one who possessed some of the charismata, 
or gifts of the early church. 1 Cor. xiv. 26. 

kat duyors—“ and hymns.” These are also sacred poetical 
compositions, the primary purpose of which is to praise, as 
may be seen in those instances in which the verb occurs, 
Acts xvi. 25; Heb. ii. 12. The term corresponds to the 
Hebrew words » and nn. Deyling Observat. Sacr. vol. iii. 
430: Le Moyne, Note in Varia Sacra, p. 970. The hymn 
was more elaborate and solemn in its structure than the ode. 
The idea of Grotius appears to be quite baseless, that hymns 
were eaxtemporales Dei laudes. The idea of improvisation is 
not necessarily implied in the word, but belongs rather to the 
following term. The hymn is thus defined by Phavorinus— 
Buvos, h mpos @eov ody ; and by Gregory of Nyssa—dpwvos, 7) 
TO O€@ cddnula. The same meaning of the term is found in 
Arrian—tpuvot perv és rods Ocovs rotodvra, &e.—“ hymns 
are composed for the gods, but eulogies for men ’—ézraivou 58 
és dvOpwrous. Exped. Alex, 4. Augustine on Ps. Ixxxii. says 
—st sit laus, et nisi sit Det, non est hymnus ; st sit laus, et Det 
laus, et non cantetur, non est hymnus. Oportet ergo, ut st sit 
hymnus, habeat hee tria, et laudem, et Det, et canticum. The 
Coptic version translates the noun by—JANCRLOV — 
* doxologies.” 

Ka @dais rvevparixais— and spiritual songs.” Tvevpa- 
Tixais is put within brackets by Lachmann and Alford, on the 
authority of B and a few authorities. The ode is a general 
term, and denotes the natural outburst of an excited bosom— 
the language of the sudden impulses of an Oriental tempera- 
ment. Such odes as were allowed to Christians are termed 
“ spiritual,” that is, prompted by the Spirit which filled them. 
But the psalms and hymns are already marked out as conse- | 
crated, and needed no such additional epithet. or the pre- 
vailing meaning of the adjective, see under i. 3. Odes of this 
nature are found in Scripture, as that of Hannah at her boy’s 
consecration, that of the Virgin at the Annunciation, and that 
of Zechariah on the birth of his son. It is plain that the 
hymn and the ode might pass into one another, but we cannot 
agree with Harless, in regarding the “songs”’ as simply a more 
general designation ; or with Meyer, in supposing, whatever 
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the general meaning and the usage elsewhere, that here and 
in such a connection they are the genus of which psalms and 
hymns are the species, and that the clause is one of the apostle’s 
common cumulations. As a considerable portion of the church 
at Ephesus was composed of Jews, these psalms in the idiom 
of a Jew might be the Psalms of the Old Testament, and not 
merely sacred poems thus named by them, as is the opinion 
of Harless; and the hymns might be compositions of praise 
specially adapted to the Gentile mind, though not inapposite 
to the Jew. The imagery, allusions, and typical references of 
the Psalms could not be fully appreciated by the Gentile sec- 
tions of the churches. And these “spiritual odes,’”’ perhaps 
of a more glowing and individual nature, taking the shape- 
both of psalms and hymns, might be recited or chaunted in 
their assemblies or churches, as the Spirit gave utterance. 
Acts x. 46. ‘Tertullian says in his Apology—ut quisquis de 
Scripturis Sanctis, vel de proprio ingento potest, provocatur 
in medium Deo canere. Many hymns which were originally 
private and personal, have thus become incorporated with the 
psalmody of our churches. Stier, who does not coincide with 
all we have said on this subject, yet gives this definition, 
“ biblical, ecclesiastical, and private poems; ’’ and his idea is 
far better than that of Baumgarten-Crusius, who understands 
the terms as denoting “songs of thanks, of praise, and lyrics.” 
Jerome says—Hymni sunt qui fortitudinem et majestatem pre- 
dicant Det, et ejusdem semper vel beneficia vel facta mirantur. 
Quod omnes psalmi continent, guibus Alleluja vel preepositum, 
vel subjectum est. Psalmi autem proprie ad ethicum locum per- 
tinent, ut per organum corporis, quid faciendum et quid vitandum 
st, noveremus. . Qué vero de supertoribus disputat et concentum 
mundt omniumque creaturarum ordinem atque concordiam sub- 
tilis disputator edissertt, iste spixituale canticum canit. The 
service of song enjoyed peculiar prominence in the ancient 
church. The Fathers often eulogize the Psalms of David. An 
exuberant encomium of Basil’s may be found in his commentary 
on the first Psalm. Hooker has some beautiful remarks on 
the same theme in the fifth book of his Heclesiastical Polity, 
and the tender and exquisite preface of Bishop Horne must 
be fresh in the memory of every reader. Eusebius testifies, 
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that besides the Psalms, other compositions were sung in the 
churches. ‘They were to be— 

| @Bovres Kab drrovres ev TH Kxapdia tuov—“ singing and 
making melody in your heart.” Some MSS. such as A, D, 
KE, F, G, read xapdlas, but they are counterbalanced by 
Codices B, K, L, the Syriac version, and the Greek fathers. 
The previous Xadodvres is defined by déovres as being co-ordi- 
nate with it. The second participle may denote an additional 
exercise. Their speech was to be song, or they were to be 
singing as well as speaking. Wd)reuw,.originally.“ to strike 
the lyre,” came to signify “to strike up a tune,” and it denotes 
the prime accompaniment of these songs, to wit, the symphony 
of the soul. ‘This is indeed secret and inaudible melody, but 
it is indispensable to the acceptance of the service— 


‘‘ Non vox, sed votum, non chordula musica, sed cor; 
Non clamans, sed amans, cantat in aure Dei.” 


Riickert, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius, Olshausen, and Meyer 
understand the apostle to inculcate a species of silent warbling, 
totally distinct, from the common practice of song, and which 
was to be felt as the result of this fulness of the Spirit. But 
it seems to be to the open and audible expression of Christian 
feeling that the apostle refers in the phrase AadodvTes—xal 
adovres; while coupled with this, he adds with emphasis— 
“ ylaying in your hearts.” ‘The words, indeed, denote secret 
melody, but may not the secret and inner melody form an 
accompaniment to the uttered song? ‘The phrase, as Harless 
says, does not mean heartily, or é« xapdias would have been 
employed. Compare Rom. i. 9—év 7@ mvedpari pov. Theo- 
doret comes nearer our view when.he says—“ He sings with. 
his heart who not only moves his tongue, but also excites his © 
mind to the understanding of the sentiments repeated,”— 
GANG Kal Tov vodv els THY TOY Neyouévav KaTavonow Sieyelpwv. 
Now this silent playing in the heart will be that sincere and 
genuine emotion, which ought to accompany sacred song. 
The heart pulsates in unison with the melody. Mere music is 
but an empty sound ; for compass of voice, graceful execution, 
and thrilling notes are a vain offering in themselves. ‘The 
Fathers complained sometimes that the mere melody of the 
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church service took away attention from the spirit and meaning 
of the exercise. Thus Jerome says justly on this passage— 
“Tet young men hear this: let those hear it who have the 
office of singing in the church, that they sing not with their 
voice, but- with their heart, to the Lord; not like tragedians 
physically preparing their throat and mouth, that they may 
sing after the fashion of the theatre in the church. He that 
has but an ill voice, if he has good works, is a sweet singer 
before God.2. . . . . “Let the servant of Christ so order 
his singing, that the words which are read may please more 
than the voice of the singer; that the spirit which was in Saul 
may be cast out of them who are possessed with it, and not 
find admittance in those who have turned the house of God 
into a-stage and theatre of the people.’’? Cowper, with a 
delicate stroke of satire, says of some in his day— 
“Ten thousand sit 
Patiently present at a sacred song, 
seenescessaceeeees Content to hear 


(O wonderful effect of music’s powers !) 
Messiah’s eulogies, for Handel’s sake.” 


76 Kupie— to the Lord,” or as Pliny reported—Christo 
quast Deo. To Him who loved the church, and died for it— 
to Him, the Lord of all, who sends down that Spirit which 
fills the heart and prompts it to melody—such praise is to be 
rendered. And the early church, in obedience to the apostle’s 
mandate, acknowledged His Divinity, and sang praise to Him 
as its God. The hymnology of the primitive church leaves 
not a doubt of its belief in Christ’s supreme Divinity. Pye 
Smith’s Scripture Testimony, vol. ii. p. 460, ed. 1859; 
August., Christl. Archaol., vol. ii. p. 113; Bingham, Antiquities, 
vol. iv. p. 880. One of these very old and venerable relies, 
the Morning Hymn preserved in the Liturgy of the Church 


1 Audiant hee adolescentuli: audiant hi quibus psallendi in ecclesia officium 
est, Deo non voce, sed corde cantandum: nec in tragedorum modum guttur et 
fauces dulci medicamine colliniendas, ut in ecclesia theatrales moduli audiantur et 
cantica, sed in-timore, in opere, in scientia Scripturarum. Quamvis sit aliquis, ut 
solent illi appellare zezégaves, si bona opera habuerit, dulcis apud Deum cantus est,” 

2 “ Sic cantet servus Christi, utnon vox canentis, sed verba placeant que leguntur: 
ut spiritus malus, qui erat in Saule, ejiciatur ab his, qui similiter ab eo possidentur, 
et non introducatur in eos, qui de domo scenam fecere populorum.” 
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of England, is subjoined as a specimen, not only in its spirit 
and theology, but in its antiphonal structure— 


" “Glory be to God on high, and in earth peace, good will towards men. We 
praise thee, we bless thee, we worship thee, we glorify thee, we give thanks to thee 
for thy great glory, 0 Lord God, heavenly King, God the Father Almighty. 

' “OQ Lord, the only-begotten son Jesu Christ; O Lord God, Lamb of God, Son of 
the Father, that takest away the sins of the world, have mercy upon us, Thou that 
takest away the sins of the world, have mercy upon us. Thou that takest away the 
sins of the world, receive our prayer. Thou that sittest at the right hand of God 
the Father, have mercy upon us. 


“For thou only art holy; thou only art the Lord; thou only, O Christ, with the 
Holy Ghost, art most high in the glory of God the Father. Amen.” 


(Ver. 20.) Edyapiorodytes mavtore trép ravrwv— Giving 
thanks always for all things.’”” Many collocations as mdvrore 
—rdvrwv are given by Lobeck, Paralip. vol. i. pp. 56, 57. 
This clause is still connected with rAnpotade év IIvevpare, and 
is further descriptive of one of its results and accompaniments. 
The heart becomes so susceptible in the possession of this 
fulness of the Spirit, that grateful emotions predominate, for its 
own unworthinéss is contrasted with God’s gifts poured down 
upon it in crowded succession. 1 Thess. v. 18. And this 
thanksgiving, from its very nature and causes, is continuous— 
mdévrore urép tavrov. Thanksgiving cannot be always for- 
mally rendered, but the adverb has the same popular intensive 
meaning in 1 Thess. v. 18. Some, such as Theodoret, take 
mdvrev in the masculine, which is against the context; for it 
is of duty toward God the apostle speaks, not duty toward 
man, nor can we, with Meyer and others, limit the “all things” 
to blessings. We take it in a more extended and absolute 
sense, with Chrysostom, Jerome, and others. Chrysostom, 
indeed, says—‘‘we are to thank God for hell’’—daép rijs 
yeévyns avrhis. Whether this extreme sentiment be just or 
not, it is foreign to the context, for the apostle speaks of “ all 
things’? now possessed by us, or sent upon us—ovy dmép Tov 
ayabav povoy, says Theophylact ; etiam in tis que adversa 
putantur, says Jerome. It is an easy thing to thank God for 
blessings enjoyed, but not so easy to bless Him in seasons of 
suffering ; yet when men are filled with the Spirit, their modes 
of thought are so refined and exalted, and their confidence in 
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the divine benignity is so unhesitating, that they feel even 
adversity and affliction to be grounds of thanksgiving, for— 


“ Behind a frowning Providence, 
He hides a smiling face.” 


So many and so salutary are the lessons imparted by chas- 
tisement—so much mercy is mingled up in all their trials—so 
many proofs are experienced of God’s staying “his rough wind 
in the day of his east wind,” that the saints will not hang 
their harps on the willows, but engage in earnest and blessed. 
minstrelsy. And such eucharistic service is to be presented— 

év dvopate Tod Kupiov judy “Inood Xpicrop— in the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ.” These thanks are rendered not 
to “the honour of his name,” for the phrase is not eis 7d 
dvoua. To do anything “ to the name of,” and to do it “in the 
name’’ of another, are widely different. The former implies 
honour and homage; the latter authority and warrant. Com- 
_ pare eis 7d Gvoua, Matt. xxviii. 19; Acts xix. 5; 1 Cor.i 
13,15; but é& 7@ dvouare has a very different meaning, as 
may be seen in John xiv. 13; Acts iv. 12, x. 48; Col. iii. 
17; 2 Thess. iii.6; 1 Pet.iv.14. His name is the one element 
in which thanks are to be rendered—that is, by His warrant 
thanks are offered, and for His sake they are accepted. The 
phrase occurs in many connections, of which Harless has given 
only a sample. Thus in His name miracles are done, Luke 
x. 17; Acts. iii. 6, iv. 10, xvi. 18, James. v. 14; ordinances 
are dispensed, Acts x. 48, 1 Cor. v. 4; devotional service is 
offered and prayer answered, John xiv. 13, xvi. 23, 26, Phil. 
ii. 10; claim of divine commission is made, Mark xi. 9, Luke 
xix. 38; blessing is enjoyed, Acts iv. 12, 1 Cor. vi. 11; 
_ the spiritual rule of life is enjoined, Col. iii. 17; a solemn 
charge is made, 2 Thess, iil. 6; reproach is born, 1 Pet. iv. 
14; or certain states of mind are possessed, Acts ix. 27, 28. 
Whatever the varieties of relation, or act, or state, the same 
generic idea underlies them all—as Bengel says, ut perinde sic 
ac st Christus faciat. Giving thanks— 

T® @c@ xai Warpi—“to God and the Father.’ The 
article, as in similar places, is not repeated before the second 
noun, for it is but another epithet of Him who is named under 
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the first term. Winer, § 19, 3, note. See undér i. 8. As 
to the relation of Tlaryp, Erasmus, Estius, Harless, Meyer, 
and Baumgarten-Crusius refer it to Christ; but others, as 
Zanchius, Riickert, and Matthies, refer it to believers. The 
word, however, appears to have been employed in a general 
sense, for the paternal character of God has relation as well to 
His own Son, as to all His adopted human children. | 
(Ver. 21.) ‘Yarotaccdpmevot GdAHAOLs ev POB@ Xpirtrod— 
“ Submitting yourselves to one another in the fear of Christ.” 
Rom. xiii. 1; 1 Pet. ii. 18, v. 5. The authority for @evd 
is so slight, that it needs not be recounted. This additional 
participial clause, which concludes the paragraph, forms also 
a link between it and the next. Indeed it commences a new 
section in Knapp’s edition, and Olshausen inclines to the 
game opinion, but the participial form tvrotaccépevos forbids 
such a supposition. Chrysostom joins the clause to the former 
verses, and his arrangement is followed by Riickert, Meier, 
Estius, Meyer, Harless. Winer, § 4,6. Olshausen mistakes 
the connection when he wonders how an advice to subordina- 
tion can be introduced as a sequel to spiritual joy. But the 
participle évoraccopevor is joined to wAnpodaGe, and has no 
necessary or explanatory connection with the other dependent 
participles preceding it. It introduces a new train of thought, 
and is so far connected with the previous verb, as to indicate 
that this reciprocal deference has its root and origin in the 
fulness of the Spirit. It would perhaps be going too far to 
say, that as the phrase, “be not drunk with wine,” is related 
to the clause, “be filled with the Spirit,” so this connected 
verse stands opposed, at the same time, to that self-willed 
perversity and that fond and foolish egotism which inebriety 
so often creates. It is out of all rule, on the part of Calvin, 
Zanchius, Koppe, Flatt, and Matthies, to take the participle 
as an imperative. The words év do8@ Xpucrod describe the 
element of this submission. It is reverential submission to 
Christ. Actsix. 31; 2Cor.v. 11; vii. 1; 1 Pet. iii. 2. bdBos 
here is not terror or slavish apprehension, but that solemn 
awe which the authority of Christ inspires. In this the mutual 
deference and submission commanded by the apostle must 
have their seat. This Christian virtue is not cringing obse- 
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quiotisness; and while it stands opposed to rude and dictatorial 
insolence, and to that selfish preference for our own opinion 
and position which amounts to a claim of infallibility, it is 
not inconsistent with that honest independence of disposition 
and sentiment which every rational and responsible being 
must exercise. It lays the foundation also, as is seen in the 
following context, for the discharge of relative duty, as in the 
three instances of wives, children, and servants, nor is it without 
room for exhibition in the case of husbands, parents, and 
masters; in short, it should be seen to develop itself in all the 
relations of domestic life. 

(Ver, 22.) With regard to the following admonition it is to 
be borne in mind, that in those days wives when converted 
and elevated from comparative servitude, might be tempted, 
in the novel consciousness of freedom, to encroach a little—as 
if to put to the test the extent of their recent liberty and 
enlargement. The case was also no uncommon one for Chris- 
tian wives to have unbelieving husbands, and the wife might 
imagine that there was for her an opportunity to manifest the 
superiority of a new and happy creed. 1 Pet. iii. 1-6. And 
those Ephesian wives had little of the literary and none of 
the religious education enjoyed by the daughters of modern 
Christian households. Even under the Mosaic law, women 
and wives had few legal rights, and they too, when baptized, 
needed the injunction of the apostle— 

ai yuvaixes Tois idiots dvdpdow, a TO Kupie— wives 
submit yourselves to your own husbands, as to the Lord.” 
The sentence has no verb, and it afforded, therefore, a fair oppor- 
tunity for the ingenuity of the early copyists. Some MSS., 
such as D, HE, F, G, add irordoceobe after yuvaixes. Scholz 
and Hahn place the same word after dvépdow, while A and 
some minusculi add troraccécOwcayv—a reading followed 
by Lachmann. There are other variations in the form of 
attempted supplement. . Jerome proves that there was nothing 
in the Greek Codices to correspond to the subdite sint of the 
Latin version. The continuity of the apostle’s style did not 
require any verbal supplement, and though the gender differs, 
eyery tyro will acquiesce in the reason given by Jerome—éx 
xowvod resonat, Jelf, § 391. The idea conveyed in the participle 

E 
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of the previous verse guides the sense. Wives, in the spirit of 
this submission, are to be directed in their duty to their hus- 
bands. The noun dyvyp, often signifies a husband, as “man” 
does in vernacular Scotch. Matt.1.16; Johniv. 16-18 ; Homer, 
‘Od. xxiv. 195; Herod. i. 140. So also wx in Hebrew, Deut. 
xxi, 23. The precise meaning of idéos in this connection 
has been disputed. There are two extremes; that indicated 
by Valla, Bullinger, Bengel, Steiger, and Meyer, as if the 
apostle meant to say, Your own husbands—not other and 
stranger men; and that maintained by De Wette, Harless, 
and Olshausen, that idéous merely stands for the common pos- 
sessive pronoun. But in all such injunctions in which (dios 
is used, as in 1 Cor. vii. 2; Col. iii. 18; 1 Pet. iii. 1, the word 
seems to indicate peculiar closeness of possession and relation, 
though indeed in later Greek its meaning is somewhat relaxed. 
John v. 18; Rom. viii. 32; 1 Cor. xiv. 35, &c. Winer, § 
22, 7; Phrynich. ed. Lobeck, 441. The duty of submission 
is plainly based on that tenderness, specialty, or exclusiveness 
of relationship which éd/ocs implies. But that submission is 
not servitude, for the wife is not a mere vassal. The sentiment 
of Paul is not that of the heathen poet— | 


Tl&oa vce dobAn wépuney dvdgds 7) cwdgev yuvn,t 
7 O& pan ourpouv dvole rdv Evvévd’ barepQeove? 


The insubordination of wives has always been a fertile source 
of satire; and yet Christian ladies in early times drew forth 
this compliment from Libanius, the “last glory of expiring 
paganism” —proh, quales feminas habent Ohristiant! The 
essence of this submission is explained by the important 
words— 

as 7) Kupig—“as to the Lord.”  Pelagius, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Semler capriciously regard this noun as standing 
for the plural xvp/ois, and render it “as to your masters,” refer- 
ring to their husbands. Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, Meyer, 
and Matthies take it to mean, that ye render this submission 
to your husbands as if it were rendered to Christ who enjoins 
it; or, as Chrysostom more lucidly explains it—os eidvias 
8rt T@ Kupip Sovredere. The adverb as denotes the character 

1 Euripides, @2dip. Fragm. Opera, curd Dindorf, ii. p. 923. 
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of the obedience enjoined, and such seems to be the grammatical 
meaning of the clause. The context, however, might suggest 
another phase of meaning. “ Women,” says Olshausen, “are 
to be in submission, not to their husbands as such, but to the 
ordinance of God in the institution of marriage.”” And so De 
Wette, preceded by Erasmus, observes that the clause is 
explained by the following verse. The husband stands to the 
wife in the same relation as Christ stands to the church, and 
the meaning then, is, not as if she were doing a religious duty, 
but “in like manner as to the Lord’’—the duties of the church 
to Him being the same in spirit as those of a wife to her hus- 
band. In either case the submission of a wife is a religious 
obligation. She may be in many things man’s superior—in 
sympathy, in delicacy of sentiment, warmth of devotion, in 
moral heroism, and in power and patience of self-denial. Still 
the obedience inculcated by the apostle sits gracefully upon 
her, and is in harmony with all that is fair and feminine in 
her position and temperament :— 


“For contemplation he and valour formed — 
For softness she and sweet attractive grace: 
' He for God only, she for God and him.” 


(Ver. 23.) “Ore dvip éorw Kehart Tis yuvatkes, > Kab o 
Xpioros Kepars ths éxxrAnolas—“ For the husband is head 
of the wife, as also Christ is Head of the church.” The pre- 
ponderance of authority is against the article 6 before dvijp, 
which appears in the Received Text. It does not need the 
article (Winer, § 19), though the article would not alter the 
meaning. It stands here as a species of monadic noun ; or it 
may be rendered as a general proposition—“ as a husband is 
the head of the wife’”—the article before yuvasxds pointing 
out the special relation—“ his wife.” “Ors introduces the 
reason why wives should be submissive—“ as to the Lord.” 
In the phrase @s: xali—“as also”’—xai is not superfluous, 
though it occurs only in the second clause and marks the 
sameness of relation in xedad7. Klotz-Devar. vol. ii. 635. 
The meaning of the sentiment, Christ is the Head of the 
church, has been already explained under i. 22, and again 
under iv. 15,16. The reader may turn to these explanations, 
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As Christ is Head of the church, so the husband is head of 
the wife. Authority and government are lodged in him; the 
household has its unity and centre in him; from him the 
wife receives her cherished help; his views and feelings are 
naturally adopted and acted out by her; and to him she looks 
up for instruction and defence. Severed from him she be- 
comes a widow, desolate and cheerless; the ivy which clasped 
itself so lovingly round the oak, pines and withers when its 
tree has fallen. And there is only one head; dualism would 
be perpetual antagonism. This marital headship is man’s 
prerogative in virtue of his prior creation, for he was first 
formed in sole and original dignity. 1 Tim. ii.13. “ Neither 
was the man created for the woman, but the woman for the 
man,” so that he is in position the superior. “The man is 
not of the woman, but the woman of the man”—a portion of 
himself—his other self; taken out from near his heart; and, 
therefore, though his equal in personality and fellowship, being 
of him and for him and after him, she is second to him. Nay, 
more, “Adam was not deceived; but the woman, being deceived, 
was in the transgression;” and to her the Lord God said, 
“Thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over 
thee,” though the gospel lightens this portion of the curse 
which has been so terribly felt in all non-Christian lands. 
Hach sex is indeed imperfect by itself, and the truest unity is 
conjugal duality. Still, though the woman was originally of 
the man, yet now “the man is by the woman”—“ the mother 
of all living.” Finally, the apostle illustrates this headship 
by the striking declaration, that the woman is the “ glory of 
the man,” but “the man is the image and glory of God.” 
1 Cor. xi. 83-12; 1 Tim. ii. 14. 

avTos caTnp Tod cHuatos—“ Himself Saviour of the body.” 
The words xaé and éors in the Received Text are found in 
D?, D?, H?, K, L, in the majority of MSS. and in the Syriac 
-and Gothic versions. ‘Tittmann and Reiche also hold by the 
longer reading, but the words are wanting in A, B, D'!, EH, 
F, G, while Codex A reads 6 cwrijp. Avrds is emphatic and 
can refer only to Xpsords. “Christ is Head of the church— 
Himself, and none other, Saviour of the body.” Winer, 
§24, 4b, note. Some refer it to dvjp. Chrysostom’s exposi- 
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tion would seem to imply such a reference, and Holzhausen 
formally adopts it. But it is of Christ the apostle is speaking, 
and the independent and emphatic clause, thrown off without 
any connecting particle, gives a reason why He is Head of the 
church, to wit— Himself Saviour of the body.” The reader 
may turn to the meaning of c@ua under i. 23, iv. 15, 16. 
The paronomasia is imitated by Clement, ad Corinth. xxxviil. 
—colécbe obv judy brov 7b cbpa ev XpiorS "Inood. Christ 
is the Saviour of His body the church—not only its Redeemer 
by an act of atonement, but its continued Deliverer, Preserver, 
and Benefactor, and so is deservedly its Head. This Head- 
ship originated in the benefits which His church has enjoyed, 
and is based on His saving work; while the conscious enjoy- 
ment of that salvation brings the church gladly to acknowledge 
His sole supremacy. Some, indeed, suppose that in this clause 
there is an implied comparison, and that the husband is a 
species of cwryp to his wife. Bucer, Bullinger,’, Musculus, 
Avetius, Zanchius, Erasmus, Grotius, Beza, Schrader, Riickert, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Meier, Matthies, De Wette, and Peile, 
are of this mind. But the clause is peculiar, adrds separating 
it from what is said before. There is a comparison in cedany, 
that is, in the point of position and authority, but none in 
cerTyip; for the love and protection which a husband may 
afford a wife can never be called cwrnpia, and has no resem- 
blance to Christ’s salvation. Some even suppose that the 
wife is here called c@pa, basing their opinion on the language 
of ver. 28. There is no warrant for supposing that in the 
apostle’s mind there was any etymological affinity between 
coTnp and o@ma, which in Homer signifies a dead body. See 
Stier in loc. ; Benfey, Wurzellex., i., p. 412 ; and the two deri- 
vations in Plato, Cratylus, § 38, p. 233; Op., vol. iv., ed. 
Bekker. 

(Ver. 24.) ’AAN’ ws 1) exxrAnoia brotdccetas TH Xptate— 
‘But as the church is subject to Christ.” The reading domep 
has no decided authority. The commencement of this clause 
occasions some difficulty. The hypothesis of Harless—not 
unlike that of Riickert, that dAXd is used to resume the main 
discourse—has been ably refuted by Olshausen. It is true 


1 Bullinger says—maritus uxoris saluti, consulat, erudiat, defendat, nutriat. 
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that ddrd does often follow a digression, but there is none 
here; and even if the words were a digression, they form but 
a single clause, and did not surely necessitate a formal ddd. 
To give, with Zanchius and others, this particle the meaning 
of “now” or “ wherefore,” cannot be allowed, however such 
a meaning may seem to suit the reasoning. *“AXAd, says 
Olshausen, simply introduces the proof drawn from what pre- 
cedes. The husband is head of the wife as Christ is Head of 
the church, and the apostle argues—“ but as the church is 
subject to Christ, so ought wives to be to their husbands.” 
Winer, § 53, 1 a, says that @\Ad concludes the demonstration. 
De Weitte’s view is similar— the clause exhibits the other 
aspect of the relation, as if he said—aber daraus folgt auch.” 
Hofmann understands the antithesis ‘thus—‘ but where the 
husband is not to his wife what he should be, in imitation 
of Christ, still subordination on her part remains a duty.” 
Schriftb. vol. ii. 2, p. 116. Robinson says that add is used in 
an antithetic clause to express something additional, and may 
be rendered, “but,” “but now,” “but further.” In the instances 
adduced by him there is marked antithesis, but though this 
passage is placed among them, there is in it no expressed 
contrast. Baumgarten-Crusius smiles at such as find any 
difficulty in daAdd, for it means, he says, dennoch aber— 
though the husband has his obligation as saviour of the body, - 
the wife, yet the wife has hers too, and should be obedient. 
This interpretation creates an antithesis by giving the clause 
“He is Saviour of the body ” a meaning it cannot bear. See 
Bretschneider’s Lexicon, sub voce. Meyer and Stier follow 
an alternative explanation of Calvin, making the antithesis of 
the following nature—“ Christ has this as a special character- 
istic, that He is Saviour of His church; nevertheless, let 
wives know, that their husbands are over them after the 
example of Christ.” Meyer’s improved representation of this 
idea is—“ He himself, and none other, is the Saviour of the 
body, yet this relation, which belongs to Him exclusively, 
does not supersede the obligation of obedience on the part of 
wives toward their husband; but as the church is subject to 
Christ; so ought wives to submit to their husbands.” ‘The 
same antithesis is more lucidly phrased by Bengel—“ though 
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Christ and not the husband is the Saviour, and though the 
husband can have no such claim on his wife, yet the wife is 
to obey him as the church obeys Christ.” Similarly Hodge, 
Ellicott, and Alford. The sense is good, but sounds like a 
truism. “Himself is Saviour of the body—that certainly 
man is not and cannot be, nevertheless as, &c.”—you are 
to obey your husbands, who can never have claims on you 
like Christ. The choice is between this and giving aAdd 
an antithetic reference. It is very often used after an implied 
negative, especially after questions which imply a negative 
answer. Luke vii. 7; John vii. 49; Acts xix. 2. See also 
Rom. iii. 81, viii. 37; 1 Cor. vi. 8, ix. 12. And without a 
question, such usage, implying a suppressed negative answer, 
is prevalent. Compare Luke xxiii. 15; 2'Cor. viii. 7, xiii. 4; 
Gal. ii. 3; Phil. i. 18, ii. 17; 1 Tim. i? 15, 16; Vigerus, 
De Idiotismis, cap. viii. §1. A singularly acute paper on ov« 
avd will be found in the appendix to the Commentary of 
_ Fritzsche on Mark. If we apply such an idiom to the passage 
before us, the sense will then be this: The man is head of the 
woman, as Christ is Head of the church—Himself Saviour of 
the body—do not disallow the marital headship, for it is a 
divine institution—arrd—hbut as the church is subject to 
Christ— 

ovTws Kal ai quvaixes Tois avopdow év mari (sroracote- 
Qwoav)—“so let the wives be subject to their husbands in 
everything.” “[8/ous, which in the Received Text stands before 
avdpdow, is properly rejected from the text. The words ép 
mavrt mean in everything within the proper circuit of conjugal 
obligation. If the husband trespass beyond this sphere he 
usurps, and cannot insist upon the obedience implied in the 
matrimonial contract. Obedience on the part of a wife is not 
a superinduced obligation. It springs from the affection and 
softness of her very nature, which is not fitted for robust and 
masculine independence, .but feels the necessity of reliance 
and protection. It is made to confide, not to govern. In the. 
domestic economy, though government and obedience certainly 
exist, they are not felt in painful or even formal contrast; 
and, in fact, they are so blended in affectionate adjustment, 
that the line ‘which severs them cannot be distinguished. The 
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law of marital government is a vouos a&ypados. Even the 
heathen poets, as may be seen in the following quotations from 
Menander, Philemon, and Euripides, acknowledged such a 
law, though they could not treat the subject with the tender- 
ness, beauty, and propriety of the apostle. Their notions are 
harder— 

"Ayabis yuvainds eorw, . 

M) xpeirroy civas ¢° dvdpds, GAN vargnxooy. 


Their images are humiliating— 


Ta devregeia rv yuvatna dev Aéyerv, 


and the feminine consciousness both of weakness and degrada- 
tion occasionally breaks out— 


"AAD evvoe yen rovro way, yuvaty’ bri 
"EQuwer, wg wpls dvdpas ob woorcovxnéver. 


(Ver. 25.) Oc dvdpes, dryarrate tas yuvaixas éavrOv— Hus- 
bands love your own wives.’”’ The apostle now turns to the 
duties of husbands. ‘There is some doubt as to the word 
éavrov. Lachmann and Tischendorf reject it; A and B want 
it; but D, HE, K, L, have it. Some MSS., as F and G, read 
duov instead. But there is not sufficient ground to reject it. 
As wives are summoned to obedience, so husbands are com- 
manded to cherish love. The apostle dwells upon it. In 
Eastern countries, where polygamy was so frequent, conjugal 
love was easily dissipated ; and among the Jews, the seclusion 
of unmarried young women often made it possible that the 
bridegroom was a stranger not only to the temper and manners 
of his bride, but even to the features of her face. Disappoint- 
ment, followed by quarrel and divorce, must have been a 
frequent result. Therefore the apostle wished Christian hus- 
bands to be patterns of domestic virtue, and to love their 
wives. If love leads to conjugal union, and to the selection 
of a woman to be a wife, surely the affection which originated 
such an alliance ought to sustain and cheer it. Surliness, 
outbursts of temper, passionate remonstrances for mere trifles, 
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are condemned. . Husbands are not ‘to be domestic tyrants ; 
but their dominion is to be a reign of love. As the example 
of the church in her relation to Christ is set before wives, so 
the example of Christ, in His relation to the church, is set 
before husbands— 

Kabos kat 0 Xpicrtos nydrnoew thy éxkdnoiav— as also 
Christ loved the church.” For xaos, see i. 4, and xabas nat 
iv. 82 and v. 2; and for éxxAnola, see i, 22. That church 
was originally impure and sinful—an infant exposed on the 
day of its birth, “to the loathing of its person;” but the 
Divine Lover passed by and said to it, “ Live,” for its “ time 
was the time of love.” The exposed foundling was His foster- 
child before it became His bride. Ezek. xvi. Similar phrase- 
ology as to love embodied in atonement has been employed in 
the 2d verse of this chapter. What infinite pity and ineffable 
condescension are found in Christ’s love to His church! 
Every blessing enjoyed by her must be traced upward and 
backward to the attachment of the Saviour. The church did 
not crave His love: He bestowed it. It was not excited by 
any loveliness of aspect on the part of the church, for she 
was guilty and impure—unworthy of His affection. But His 
love for her was a fondness tender beyond all conception, and 
ardent beyond all parallel— 

kab éavtov Tapédmxer trrép adtAs— and. gave Himself for 
her.” This phraseology has also occurred in the 2d verse of 
this chapter, and been there considered. Christ’s sacrificial 
death in the room of His church, is the proof and expression 
of His love. What love to present such a gift! None could 
be nobler than Himself—the God-man—and so cheerfully con- 
ferred! ‘That gift involved a death of inexpressible anguish, 
rendered still more awful by the endurance of the terrible 
penalty; and yet He shrank not from it. Who can doubt a 
love which has proved its strength and glory in such suffering 
and death? Now the love of the husband towards his wife 
is to be an image or reflection of Christ’s love to the church ; 
like it, ardent and devoted ; like it, tender and self-abandon- 
ing; and like it, anxious above all things and by any sacrifice 
to secure the happiness of its object. He gave Himself— 

(Ver. 26.) “Iva abrav ayidon, Kabapioas TS AovTPS tod 
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Batos ev fprjyatec—In order that He might sanctify her, 
having cleansed her by the laver of the water in the word.” 
This verse contains the nearer purpose, and the following verse 
unfolds the ulterior design of the Saviour’s love and death, 
both being introduced by the telic va. The account given of 
the term Gysos under i. 1, will serve so far to explain the 
meaning of the allied verb which occurs in this clause. It 
denotes to consecrate or to set apart, and then to make holy 
as the result of this consecration. Matt. xxiii. 17; 1 Cor. vii. 
14; 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb. ii. 11. Calvin, Beza, Harless, and 
Meier take the verb in the former sense. Others, such as 
Piscator, Riickert, Meyer, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Matthies, and Stier, give the meaning of moral or spiritual 
purification. The first appears to us to be the prominent idea, 
but not, certainly, to the exclusion of the last signification. 
That He might consecrate her, or set her apart to Himself as 
His own redeemed and peculiar possession—that she should 
be His and His alone—His by a special tie of tender devoted- 
ness—was the object of His death. Riickert objects to this 
exegesis, that the dative éavré or TS Oc is wanting, but the 
supplement is implied in the verb itself. Wholly out of the 
question is the interpretation of Koppe, Flatt, and Matthies, 
that the verb means to make expiation for—to absolve from 
guilt. It is true that dyidfm is used in the Septuagint for 
the Hebrew— (Hixod. xxix. 33, 36), and Stuart (Com- 
mentary on Heb. ii. 10) maintains that the verb has such a 
“meaning in the Epistle to the Hebrews, but the examples which 
he has adduced admit of the meaning we have assigned to the 
word in the passage before us. Heb. x. 10, &c., xiii. 11, 12. 
See Delitzsch én loc. Comment. zum B. an ate Hebrier, p. 71, 
and Bleek in loc., Der B. an die Hebrdéer, who hold our view. 
Moreover, if raaploas refer, as it does, to spiritual purifica- 
tion, then it can scarcely be thought that the apostle expresses 
the same idea in the previous verb dyidon. The meaning is, 
that having purified her He might consecrate her to Himself ; 
this idea being suspended till it is brought out with special 
emphasis in the following verse. Meyer distinguishes dyidon 
from xa@apicas, as if the last were the negative and the first 
the positive aspect of the idea. The distinction is baseless, 
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for the purifying is as positive as is the sanctification. Harless 
errs in denying that here, whatever may be the fact elsewhere, 
the action of the participle precedes that of the verb, and in 
supposing that they coincide in time—xaéapicas being a 
further definition of dyidon. Hofmann, loc. cit., connects cafa- 
pioas immediately with iva Tapaction, but very needlessly. 

This exegesis is as baseless as is the Syriac version and our 
English translation—“ that He might sanctify and cleanse it.” 
The nominative to the verb is contained in the participle. 

Riickert, Matthies, and Olshausen render it “after that He 
has purified ’—nachdem. De Wette, on the other hand, pre- 
fers indem— since that.’ The meaning is not different, if 
the participle be thus ‘supposed to contain a pre-existent 
cause. 

The idea expressed by xabapioas i is that of purification, and 
its nature is to be learned from the following terms expressive 
of instrumentality. That the phrase r@ AouvtTp@ Tod BdarTos 
refers to the rite of baptism, is the general and correct opinion, 
the genitive being that of material, and the dative that of instru- 
ment, while the two articles express the recognized prominence 
as well of the water as of the laver. But as the entire para- 
graph presents a nuptial image, we see no reason on the part 
of Harless, Olshausen, and others, for denying all allusion to 
the peculiar and customary antenuptial lustrations. The church 
is the bride, “the Lamb’s wife; and described under this 
appellation, her baptism may be viewed as being at the same 
time—AouTpdv vupdixdv. Bos (Lxercitat. p. 186), Elsner, 
Wetstein, Flatt, Bengel, Rickert, Matthies, Holzhausen, and 
Stier, concur in the same representation. The washing of 
water in baptism was the sacrament expressive of purification. 
Acts ii, 38, xxii. 16; Heb. x. 22. Baptism is called Xourpdv 
manuyyeverias—the laver of regeneration,” a phrase farther 
explained by the following words—dvaxaiwdcews rvetipwaros 
dyiovu—“ the renewing of the Holy Ghost.” Tit. iii. 5. 

But the additional words, év pratt, are not so easily 
understood. ‘Quite foreign to the thought is the opinion of 
Hofmann, that as a man declares his will to make a woman 
his wife by a word or declaration, and so takes her from 
the unhonour of her maiden condition, so has Christ done to 
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the church. Schriftb. vol. ii. 2,173. Some of the conflicting 
opinions may be noted :— 

I. The Greek fathers, followed by Ambrosiaster, Anselm, 
Thomas Aquinas, Calovius, Flatt, and De Wette, easily under- 
stand the phrase of the baptismal formula. Chrysostom says 
—év pjuare dno; then he puts the question, aroém? “ in what 
word ?” and his ready answer is, “ In the name of the Father, 
and. of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” But it is not at all 
probable that ffjua should stand for dvoua; and if it did, we 
should expect, as Harless intimates, to have it emphasized 
with an article prefixed. Nor has the word such a significa- 
tion in any other portion of the New Testament. 

II. Semler would strike out the words altogether ; Michaelis 
would regard fjua as a Pauline Cilicism for fedua; while 
Ernesti and Koppe, imitated by Stolz, join the words & 
pyyart wa together, and suppose that they stand for the 
Hebrew formula—nruy va7 y—“in order that.” The Seventy, 
however, never so render the Hebrew idiom, but translate it 
by &exev. Gen. xx. 6,11; Num. xvi. 49; Ps. xliv. 6. 

III. Some join év fpyyars to the verb dysdon— that He 
might sanctify by the word,” the intervening clause, “ having 
cleansed by the washing of water,” being a parenthesis. This 
exegesis yields a good meaning, and is contended for by 
Jerome, Flacius, Baumgarten, Morus, Bisping, Riickert, Meyer, 
and Winer, § 20, 2 b, a. But the position of é fxjare at the 
very end of the verse, forbids such an exegesis. It is a forced 
expedient, and the only reason for adopting it is the confessed 
difficulty of explaining the words in their obvious and natural 
connection. 

IV. By other critics the phrase év pxjuare is joined to ré 
AouTp@ Tov Vdaros, as a qualificative or descriptive epithet. 
Such is the view of Augustine, Sedulius, Luther, Estius, 
Calvin, Erasmus, Flatt, Storr, Homberg, Holzhausen, and 
Stier. But though these scholars agree as to the general con- 
nection, their opinions vary much as to the special signification. 
The common argument against this and similar constructions, 
to wit, that the article should have been repeated before é 
pypatt, has many exceptions, though in such a proposed con- 
struction its insertion would appear to be necessary :— 
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1. Augustine (Zractatus lxxx. in Juhannem), Estius, Bodius, 
Roéll, Crellius, Slichtingius, Flatt, Holzhausen, and the critics 
generally who are enumerated under No. IV., take pijya 
as signifying the gospel. Augustine says—accedit verbum 
ad elementum, et fit sacramentum. Sacramento simul et fidet, 
says Lstius; or again, aque baptismo per verbum evangelit 
creditum ac fide susceptum mundat. Bodius writes—verbum 
ut diploma, sacramentum ut sigillum. These meanings give 
év an unwonted sense of “ along with, or by means of.” Had 
the apostle meant to say that the efficacy of baptism lies in 
faith in the word, surely other language wonld have been 
employed. The view of Knapp (Vorlesungen wiber die Christ. 
Glaubensilehre, ii. § 140) is of the same nature, and is liable 
to similar objections. ‘The Word,” he says, “is the evan- 
gelical system in its fullest extent—its precepts and promises.”’ 
“In baptism,” he adds, “the latter are made over, and we 
pledge ourselves to obey the former. Baptism may be thus 
called verbum Det visibile.” 

2. Others look on pia as denotive of divine agency in 
baptism. This was Luther’s view, as expressed in his Smaller 
Catechism—verbum Det quod in et cum aqua est (Die Sym- 
bolischen Biicher der Evang. Luth. Kirche, p. 362, ed. Miller). 
Calvin’s view is somewhat similar—verbo sublato perit tota vis 
sacramentorum. . . . Porro verbum hie promissionem significat, 
qua. vis et usus signi explicatur. .. In verbo tantum valet atque 
per verbum. This notion is imitated also by Rollock. The 
preposition év may bear such a signification. Still, had the 
apostle meant to say that baptism derived its efficacy from the 
word, surely something more than the simple addition ép 
pyjpate might have been expected. Olshausen looks upon éy 
pypare as equivalent to év [Iveduarr— as signifying a bath 
in the word, that is, a bath in which one is born of water and 
of the Spirit.” This strange opinion cuts the knot, but does 
not untie it. Similar is the view of Stier, and Homberg who 
paraphrases—aqua verbalis et spiritualis. The proposition of 
Grotius is no less violent, inserting the particle as before 7 
NovTp@—washing them by the word “as” in a bath of water, 

3. A third party, such as Storr—Opuscula Academica i. 194. 
—and Peile, give pfua the sense of mandate—prescriptum. 
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“The apostle,” says Peile, “declares water-baptism to be 
the divinely-instituted sign or sacrament whereby men are 
regenerated.” This notion gives év the strange sense of “ in 
conformity to.” 

V. and lastly. Others, such as Bengel, Matthies, and Har- 
less, join the words év pyjyars with xafapicas. To this opinion 
we incline; but we cannot agree with Harless in giving the 
phrase the meaning of ausspruchsweise, verheissungsweise. The 
idea in such an explanation is, that the cleansing is given in 
the form of a declaration or promise made in the ordinance. 
But there is no need to depart from the ordinary meaning of 
pyua in the New Testament. The Syriac reads—* that he 
might sanctify and purify her in the laver of water and by the 
word ;”’ and the Vulgate has—in verbo vite. But we regard 
év as denoting the instrument in its internal operation, and 80 
far different from 8:4; and by ffua we understand the gospel, 
the usual meaning of the Greek term. Acts x. 44, xi. 14; 
Rom. x. 8,17; Eph. vi.17; Heb. vi. 5. It wants the article 
as if it were used, as Meyer suggests, like a proper name. It 
is a mere refinement on the part of Baumgarten-Crusius to 
understand by it “a preached gospel.” The church is cleansed 
“by the laver of the water”—cleansed by “the word.” 
The washing of water symbolizes the pardon of sin and the 
regeneration of the heart. While this cleansing has its 
sacramental symbol in the washing of water, it has its special 
instrument in the word; or T@ AovTp@ in the simple dative 
may denote the instrument (Bernhardy, p. 100) ; and év pjyare 
the “conditional element,” as Alford calls it. The word is 
the Spirit’s element in effecting a blessed and radical change, 
and in guiding, ruling, and prompting the heart into which 
the new life has been infused. Men are thus cleansed by 
baptism in the word. Ps. cxix. 9; 1 Pet. i. 23. Thomasius, 
Christ? Person und Werk, § 66, Erlangen, 1859. Christ 
accomplishes these results through His death, and what is pro- 
perly done by His Spirit may be ascribed to Himself, who for 
this other purpose loved the church and gave Himself for it— 

(Ver. 27.) “Iva mapacrnon aités éaut@ évdoEov tiyy éxkMy- 
olav— in order that He might present, Himself to Himself, 
the church glorious.” Adros, supported by the authority of 
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A,B, D', F, G, L, and many versions and Fathers, is decidedly 
to be preferred to the adr7v of the Textus Receptus. This 
verse declares the ultimate purpose of the love and death of 
Him who is “both Ransom and Redeemer voluntary.” Har- 
less errs in regarding the two clauses beginning with wa as 
co-ordinate. The allusion is still to a nuptial ceremony, and 
to the presentation of the bride to her husband—avris—éavuta. 
The august Bridegroom does not present his spouse to Him- 
self till he can look upon her with complacency. Harless 
affirms that the presentation described is that of a sacrifice 
on the altar, because the epithets employed by the apostle are 
occasionally applied to victims and offerings; but such a view 
is in conflict with the entire language and imagery on to the 
end of the chapter. Nay, there is a peculiar beauty in apply- 
ing sacrificial terms to the fair and immaculate bride, as she 
is fit, even according to legal prescription, to be presented to 
her Lord. So Meyer remarks éavr@ would be out of place 
in the theory of Harless—Jesus presenting an oblation to Him- 
self! The word vapacryon occurs with a similar meaning 
in 2 Cor. xi. 2—“ that I may present you as a chaste virgin 
to Christ.” Adtds—éav7d—He and none other presents the 
bride, and He and none other receives her to Himsetr. No 
inferior agency is permitted; a proof in itself, as well as His 
death, of His love to the church. "Evdofov—“ glorious ;”’ the 
epithet being a tertiary predicate and emphatic in position. 
Donaldson, § 489. The same idea occurs in Rev. xix. 7, 8. 
The term refers originally to external appearance—the com- 
bined effect of person and dress. The illustrious epithet is 
explained by the succeeding clauses—first negative— 

pay Exovoay oidov, } putiba, } Te THv ToLobroy—“ having 
neither spot, or wrinkle, or any one of such things.” Sai- 
dos, which ought to be spelled with a simple accent—o7inos 
(domtdos forming a dactyle), is a stain or blemish, and is one 
of the words of the later Greeks. 2 Pet. 11.13. Aéye 8€ xnXJs, 
as the older attic term, says Phrynicus, (p. 28.) ‘Purés is 
a wrinkle or fold on the face, indicative of age or disease. 
Dioscorides, i. 39; Passow, sub voce. Not only are spots and 
wrinkles excluded, but every similar blemish. The terms are 
taken from physical beauty, health, and symmetry, to denote 
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spiritual perfection. Cant. iv.7. The attempts made by some 
critics, such as Anselm, Estius, and Grotius, to distinguish 
nicely and formally between the virtues or graces described 
in these terms respectively, are needless. Thus Augustine 
takes the first term to mean deformitas operis, and the second. 
duplicttas intentionis, and the last inclusive phrase to com- 
prehend religuiw peccatorum ut pravae inclinationis, motus 
énvoluniarit et muliiplicis ignoranie. Not only negatively 
but positivelyp— 

GXN wa 7 ayia Kat dpopos— but that she should be 
holy and without blemish.” One might have expected ava’ 
ovocav, but it is as if fa pn éyn omdov had stood in the 
previous clause. The syntax is thus changed, no uncommon 
occurrence in Greek composition, as may be seen in John viii. 
53; Rom. xii. 1,2. On the oratio variata, compare Winer, 
§ 63, 2,1; Kiihner, § 844. The syntactic change here, with 
the repetition of wa gives spezial prominence to the idea which 
has been expressed, first negatively, but now in this clause 
with positive affirmation. ‘The meaning of dy/a has been 
given already under i. 1, 4; and of duos under i. 4, and 
needs not be repeated here. Such, then, is to be the ultimate 
perfection and destiny of the church. In her spotless purity 
the love of Christ finds its extreme and glorious design real- 
ized. That love which led Him to die, in order to bestow 
pardon and to secure holiness, is not contented till its object 
be robed in unsullied and unchanging purity. 

But when is this perfection to be for the first time possessed, 
and when does this presentation take place? We have already 
said that the presentation is not contemporary with the con- 
secration, but is posterior to it, and does not finally and formally 
take place on earth. The “ church” we understand in its full 
significance, as the whole company of the redeemed, personi- 
fied, and represented as a spiritual Spouse. The presentation 
belongs therefore to the period of the second coming, when 
the human species shall have completed its cycle of existence 
on earth; and every one whom the Saviour’s all-seeing eye 
beheld as belonging to His church, and whom, therefore, He 
loved and died for, and cleansed, has shared in the final 
redemption. (The reader may turn to what is said upon the 
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phrase—“ redemption of the purchased possession,” i. 14.) 
Augustine and Jerome among the Fathers, Primasius, Bernard, 
and Thomas Aquinas among scholastic .divines, along with 
Estius, Calvin, and Beza, hold to this view as to the epoch 
of the presentation, in antagonism with Cajetan, Bucer, Wolf, 
Bengel, and Harless, who regard the glorification of the 
church as a species of present operation. The loose language 
of the Greek commentators seems to intimate that they held 
the same hypothesis. Augustine flagellates tbe Donatists and 
Pelagians, who believed in the present sinlessness of the 
church ; for truly such a state can only be such a compara- 
tive perfection as John Wesley describes when he says, 
“‘ Christian perfection does not imply an exemption from 
ignorance or mistakes, infirmities or temptations.” The 
church as it now is, and as-it has always been, has many - 
spots and wrinkles upon it. But perfection is secured by a 
process of continuous and successful operation, and shall be 
ultimately enjoyed. “The bride, the Lamb’s wife,” hath for 
centuries been making herself ready, and at length Christ, as 
He looks upon His church, will pronounce her perfect without 
tinge of sin or trace of any corruption; she will appear “holy 
and without blemish” in His view whose “eyes are a flame 
of fire.” As He originally loved her in her impurity, how 
deep and ardent must be His attachment now to her when He 
sees in her the realization of His own gracious and eternal 
purpose! The nuptial union is at length consummated amidst 
the pealing halleluiahs of triumph and congratulation. So 
fervent, self-sacrificing, and successful is Christ’s love to His 
church ; and now He rejoices over her with joy, and His toil 
and death being amply compensated, “ He will rest in His 
love.” ; . 

(Ver. 28.) Odrws wal of dvdpes dhethovow dyarray Tas 
EaUTOV yuvatkas, os Ta éavTav cbpuata— So also ought hus- 
bands to love their own wives, as being their own bodies.” 
The reading adopted has A, D, EH, F, G. and the. Vulgate, 
Gothic, and Coptic versions in its favour. The adverb oftas 
carries us back to cafes, and indicates the bringing home of 
the argument. It is contrary to the plain current of thought 
on the part of listius, Meier, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 

. 2F 
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and Alford, to make it refer to ws in the following clause, as 
if the apostle said, Ye are to love your wives in the way in 
which ye love your own bodies. The oirws takes up the 
comparison between the husband and Christ, the wife and the 
church. “Thus,” that is, in imitation of Christ’s love, “‘hus- 
bands ought to love their own wives.” The instances adduced 
by Alford and Ellicott against the statement in our first edition 
are not all of. them quite parallel, in the position and use of 
ows, in reference to precedentia. There is no parenthesis in 
the two preceding verses, as Zanchius and Harless suppose. 
It is putting a special pressure upon the words to insist, after 
the example of Macknight and Barnes, that the husband’s love 
to his wife shall be an imitation of Christ’s love; i in all those 
enumerated features of it. When Christ’s love is mentioned, 
the full heart of the apostle dilates upon it, and in its fervour, 
tenderness, devotedness, and nobility of aim, a husband’s love 
should resemble it. In the phrase “as their own bodies,” 

Harless and Stier, in imitation of Theophylact, Zanchius, and 
Calovius, suppose that #s is used argumentatively, and that 
the verse contains two comparisons—“ As Christ loved the 
church, so husbands are to love their wives ”—“ As they love 
their, own bodies, so are they.to love their wives.” But the 
introduction of a double comparison only cumbers the argu- 
ment. The idea is well expressed by Meyer—“ So ought 
husbands to love their wives, as being indeed their own 
bodies.”” The language is based on the previous imagery. 
The apostle calls Christ the Head and the church the body, 
that body of which He is Saviour. Christ loved the church 
as being His body. Now. the husband is. the head of the 
wife, and as her head he ought to love her as being his body. 
- And therefore— 

0 ayaray Thy éavToD yuvatka éavTov ayarra— he that 
loveth his own wife loveth himself.” But the phrase, “ loveth 
himself,” is not identical with the formula of the preceding 
clause—“ as their own bodies ;” it is rather an inference from 
it. If the husband, as the head of the wife, loves his wife as 
being his own body, it is a plain inference that he is only 
loving himself. His love is not misspent; it is not wasted on 
some foreign object; it is a hallowed phasis of self-love. 
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(Ver. 29.) Ovdels ydp wore rip éavrod cdpKa éulonoev— 
“For nobody ever hated his own: flesh ;” (fools and fanatics 
excepted). This isa general law of nature. Keel. vi. 7. Tap 
is argumentative, and odp£ is used by the apostle rather than 
o@ua, because of its occurrence in the words of the first 
institution of marriage —‘‘ they twain shall be one flesh.” It 
has here also its simple original meaning, and not such a sensé 
as it has in ii. 8. It is as if the apostle had said, “It is as 
unnatural a thing not to love one’s wife, as it is not to love 
one’s self.” very one loves his own flesh, and in harmony 
with the same law of nature he will love his other self—his 
wife. The commentators have adduced similar phraseology 
from the classics, such as Curtius, Seneca, and Plutarch. 

GArd exrpéher kab Odrrret adtiv—* but nourisheth and 
cherisheth it.” “Exacros is understood before the two verbs: 
Stallbaum, Plato De Rep. ii. p. 366.. A man’s care over his 
body, is that of a nursing-mother over a child. The verbs 
may. be distinguished thus, that the former means to supply 

“nutriment—é«—referring to result; and the’ latter literally to 

supply warmth, but really and generally to cherish—more 
than Bengel’ s—id spectat amictum. Deut. xxii. 6; Job xxxix. 
14; 1 Thess. ii. 7, More, certainly, than food and clothing 
is meant by the two verbs. This being a man’s instinct 
towards his own flesh, it would, if freely developed, dictate 
his duty toward her who is with him “ one flesh””—the com- 
plement of his being. 

Kabes Kat 6 Xpiotos tHv éxxrAnolav—“ as also Christ the 
church.” On the authority of A, B, D!, E, F, G, the Syriac, 
and Vulgate, with Chrysostom and Theodoret, Xpiords is the 
preferable reading to Kupsos, and is adopted by Lachmann 
and Tischendorf, Christ nourishes the church, feeds it with 
His word, fosters it by His Spirit, gives it the means of 
growth in the plenitude and variety of His gifts, revives and 
quickens it by His presence, and guards it by His own almighty 
power from harm and destruction. It is a quaint and formal 
interpretation of Grotius—“ that Jesus nowrishes the church 
by his Spirit, and clothes it with virtues.” Something more, 
therefore, than food and clothing is demanded from the hus- 
band. to the wife; he is to give her love and loyalty, honour 
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and support. As Christ nourishes and cherishes His church, 
and. as every man nourishes and cherishes his own flesh ; so 
the bidding of nature and the claim of xeligious duty should 
lead the husband to nourish and cherish his wife. 

(Ver. 30.) “Ore pérn eopey tod céparos avtod, éx THs 
capKes avtod, Kal é« Tay dotéwv adroo— For members we 
are of His body, of His flesh, and of His bones.” The last 
two clauses beginning with é« are not found in A, B, and 
other Codices of less note, such as 17 and 672; but they are 
found in D, E, F, G, K, L, almost all MSS., in Chrysostom 
and Theodoret, and in the Syriac and Vulgate versions. We 
cannot, therefore, exclude them with Lachmann and Davidson, 
Biblical Criticism, vol. ii. p. 378. Tischendorf adopts them 
in his seventh edition. They have been omitted at first, as 
De Wette suggests, by a owovoréAcuTov ; avTod . . . avTod, 
or because they seem to express gross and material ideas. 
This verse adduces a reason why Christ nourishes and cher- 
ishes the church, for it stands in the nearest and dearest relation 
to Him.. We are members of His body, as being members of 
His church, and, as members of that body, we are nourished 
and cherished by the Head—éx in both the last clauses pointing 
to origin. Winer, § 47. See under iv. 15,16. Bengel, Harless, 
Olshausen, and Stier understand by c@pa the actual personal 
body of Jesus—the body of His glorified humanity. But in 
what sense are or can we be members—péAy—of that body? It 
has its own organs and members, which it took in the virgin’s 
womb. But the apostle has his thoughts occupied with con- 
jugal duties, and he has, in subordination to this, introduced 
Christ and His church as bridegroom and brides; therefore 
his mind reverts naturally to the imagery and language of the 
original matrimonial institute, and so he adds—“ we are mem- 
bers of His flesh and of His bones.” Gen, ii. 23.1 The argu- 


1 It is too cold an interpretation, whereby some men expound our being in Christ 
to import nothing else, but only that the self-same nature which maketh us to be 
men, is in Him, and maketh Him man as we are. For what man in the world is 
there which hath not so far forth communion with Jesus Christ? It is not this 
that can sustain the weight of such sentences as can speak of the mystery of our 
coherence (John xiv. 20, xv. 4) with Jesus Christ. The church is in Christ as Eve 
was in Adam. Yea by grace we are every of us in Christ and in His church, 
as by nature we are in those our first parents. God made Eve of the rib of 
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ment of Harless against this view, which appears so natural, 
is lame and inconclusive, and he holds the opinion, that the 
two clauses are simply a further explanation of the statement— 
““we are members of His body.” What is really meant by 
the striking phraseology has been a subject of no little dispute. 

1. Cajetan, Vatablus, Calovius, Bullinger, Vorstius, Grotius, 
Zanchius, and Zachariae, refer the words to the origin of the 
church from the flesh and bones of Christ, nailed to the cross, 
and there presented to God. Such an idea is neither prominent 
in the words nor latent in the context. 

2. Not more satisfactory is the view which is held in part 
by Theodoret, by Calvin, Beza, and Grotius, who find in the 
phrase a reference to the Lord’s Supper. Kahnis, Abendmahl, 
p. 143. These critics differ in the way in which they under- 
stand such a reference, and no wonder; for the communion 
there enjoyed is only a result of the union which this verse 
describes. Strange, if there be any allusion to the eucharist, 
that there is a reference to the bones, but none to the blood of 
Christ. | 

3. Not so remote from the real sense is the opinion of Chry- 
sostom, T'heophylact, Ambrosiaster, Gicumenius, Bengel, and 
Matthies, who suppose an. allusion in the phraseology to that 
new birth which is effected by Christ, as if it had been shadowed 
out by Hive’s extraction from Adam’s side. C&cumenius says 
—éE adrov 5é Ka0d arrapyy hav, éore Ths Sevtépas TAdcEWS 
daomep éx rod Aba Sid rHv rpwernv. It is indeed as renewed 
men that believers have any fellowship with Christ. But the 
idea of birth is not naturally nor necessarily implied in the 
aposile’s language, and it is founded upon an incorrect inter- 
pretation of our Lord’s expression about eating His flesh and 
drinking His blood. John vi. 53. 

4, As plausible is the theory which explains the clauses by 


Adam. And His church he frameth out of the very flesh, the very wounded and 
bleeding side of the Son of man. His body crucified and His blood shed for the 
life of the world, are the true elements of that heavenly being, which maketh us 
such as himself is of whom we come (1 Cor. xv. 48). For which cause the words 
of Adam may be fitly the words of Christ concerning His church, “flesh of my flesh, 
and bone of my bones,” a true native extract out of mine own body. So that in Him 
even according to His manhood we according to out heavenly being are as branches 
in that root out of which they grow.—Hooker, Works, vol. i. p. 626, ed. Ox. 1841, 
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‘ a reference to that identity of nature which Christ and His 
people possess. They are partakers of one humanity. Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact also give this view ; Irenseus, Augus- 
tine, and Jerome maintain it; and it has been held by Thomas 
Aquitias, Aretius, Cocceius, and Michaelis. The reply, ‘“ that 
in that case the language must have been, He took upon him 
our flesh and bone,” has been. met by Estius, who says, “the 
language is just, because in His incarnate state He is the 
Head and we are only members.” But our principal objec- 
tion is, that this simple community of nature with Christ is 
common to all men; whereas it is only of believers, and of a 
union peculiar to them, that the apostle speaks. 
_.5. We confess our inability to understand the meaning of 
Bisping, Olshausen, and others. “The words refer,” they 
say, “‘to Christ’s imparting of His glorified humanity to 
believers through the communion of His flesh and blood. 
It is by the self-communication of His divine-human (the- 
anthropic) nature that Christ makes us His flesh and bone. 
He gives to His followers His flesh to eat and His blood to 
drink.” Bisping,a Romanist, says, “Inthe regeneration thr ough 
baptism, the glorified body of Christ is communicated to us.” 
That is, as he explains, “the germ of the resurrection of the 
body is implanted in us at baptism, and this germ is only an 
outflow from Christ’s glorified. body.” Such an idea could 
only be consistently based on the Lutheran view.of consubstan- 
tiation, or some species of pantheism, or what Turner calls 
Panchristism. But— | 

6. The apostle has the idea of marriage and its relations 
before him, and he employs the imagery of the original insti-. 
tute, which first depicted the unity of man and wife, to describe 
the origin and union of the church and Christ. As the woman 
was literally, by being-taken out of Adam, bone of his bone 
and flesh of his flesh ; as this duality sprung from unity, and 

was speedily resolved into it: so the church is originated out 
of Christ, and, united to Him as its Head or Husband, is one 
with Him. The language is, therefore, a metaphorical expres- 
sion of this union, borrowed from the graphic diction of Genesis; 
and this image evidently presented itself to the apostle’s mind 
from its connection with the origin and nature of those con- 
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jugal duties which he-is inculcating in the parargraph before 
us. ‘The error of Meyer's exegesis is his restriction of the 
imagery to the one example of Adam and Eve, whereas it has 
its verification in every nuptial union, and hence the apostle’s 
use of it. As Eve derived her life and being out of Adam, 
and was physically of his body, his flesh, and his bones, so 
believers are really of Christ—of His body, His flesh, and’ His 
bones, for they are one with Christ in nature and derive their 
life from His humanity, nay, are connected with Him, not 
simply and generally by a spiritual union, but in some close 
and derivative way which the apostle calls a mystery, with 
His body; so that they live as its members, and become with it 
“one flesh.” Besides, in the next verse, the apostle takes his 
readers to the source of his imagery— 

(Ver. 31.) ’Avti rodrov, xatarehber dvOpwrros Tov TaTépa 
avrod Kal Thy pntépa, Kal TpocKorAAHOHoeT as Tpds THY yuvatia 
avTov, Kal écovrat ot Sto eis odpxa piav. “For this ‘cause 
shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall be joined 
unto his wife, and they two shall be one flesh.” There are 
some variations of reading. Some MSS. of superior weight 
omit the articles tov and rv, as well as adrod, but the longer 
reading has A, D%, I, K, L in its favour, with many Codices, 
and the Syriac and Coptic versions. It is, however, rejected 
by Lachmann and Tischendorf as a conformation to the 
Seventy. The critical note of Origen seems to confirm the 
suspicion. Instead of pds tiv yuvaixa found in B, D®, E, K, 
L, 77 yuvatcé is read in D', H', F, G, and is introduced by 
Lachmann. The words are a free quotation from Gen. ii. 24, 
though the formula of quotation is wanting. This want of 
such a formula was not unfrequent. Surenhusius, Bid. Katal. 
p- 21. "AvOpwrros is without the article (not used for dvyp), 
but having “its general aphorismatic sense ”—an argument 
in itself against Alford’s interpretation. These future verbs 
indicate prophetically the future impulse and acting of the 

race which was to spring from Adam and Eve. Winer, 
§ 46,6. The Septuagint has évexev tovrov changed by the 
apostle into dvri rovrov “on this account” (Winer, § 47, a; 
Donaldson, § 474, d, a), and these words are in this place no 
introduction to the quotation, but simply a portion of it; and, 
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therefore, Estius, Holzhausen, Meier, and Matthies, labour 
to no purpose in endeavouring to affix a special meaning to 
them. The quotation is introduced to show the apostle’s 
meaning, and exhibit the source of his imagery. His lan- 
guage was remarkable; but this verse points out its true 
signification, by showing whence it was taken, and how it was 
originally employed. From early times, however, the lan- 
guage has been directly applied to Christ. Jerome’s interpreta- 
tion is the following :—primus homo et primus vates Adam hoc 
de Christo et ecclesia prophetavtt; quod reliquerit Dominus 
noster atque Salvator pairem suum Deum et matrem suam cceles~ 
tem Jerusalem, et venerit ad terras propter suum corpus eccle- 
siam, et de suo eam latere fabricatus stt et propter illam Verbum 
caro factum sit. Such is the view of Heinsius, Balduin, Ben- 
gel, Bisping, who explains pntépa by die synagogue, and even 
of Grotius. Some of the critics who held this view refer the 
words so mystically understood to Christ’s second coming, 
when He shall present the bride to Himself in formal wedlock. 
Such, also, is Meyer’s view. His words are, “ This, there- 
fore, is the interpretation, Wherefore, that is, because we are 
members of Christ, of His flesh and bones, shall a man leave 
(that is, Christ as the second Adam) his Father and his 
Mother (that is, according to the mystical sense of Paul, He 
will leave His seat at the right hand of God) and shall be 
joined to his wife (that is, to the church), and they two shall 
be one flesh,” &c.? Such an exegesis, which may be found 
also in Jeremy Taylor’s sermon of The Marriage Ring, has 
nothing to justify it, for there is no hint in this verse that 
the apostle intends to allegorize. In spite of what Ellicott 
and Alford have said we cannot adopt that view, or see the 
propriety of the language as applied formally to Christ. The 
allegory is not in this verse, but in the application of nuptial 
figure and language to Christ and His church ; this verse 


1“ Deshalb, weil wir Glieder Christi, von seinen Fleisch und von seinen Beinen 
sind, wird verlassen ein Mensch (4. i. Christus, bei der Parusie) seinen Vater und 
seine Mutier (d. i. nach der mystischen Deutung Pauli: er wird seinen Sitz zur 
Rechten Gottes verlassen) und vereiniget werden mit seinen Weibe (mit der Gemeinde), 
und (und dann) werden die Zwei (der Mann und die Frau, d. i. der herabgestiegene 
Christus und die Gemeinde) zu Hinem-Fleische sein.” Der Brief an die Epheser, p. 
234, Géttingen, 1853. 
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showing the source and authority. True, as Alford says, “the 
allegory is the key to the whole,” but the apostle does not in 
this citation allegorize Gen. ii. 24, by applying its language 
directly to Christ. Nor is it deep thought or research that 
finds allegories ‘in the interpretation of this place or other 
places. The process is often of a contrary nature. 

Others, again, suppose a reference to Christ and the church 
only in the last clause, for the sake of which the preceding 
words of the verse have been introduced. This is the exegesis 
of Harless and Olshausen, who conceive in the phrase a 
reference to the Lord’s Supper, and Olshausen illustrates his 
meaning with an approach to indelicacy. But there is no 
ground for deeming all the preceding part of the verse 
superfluous, nor is there any reason for departing from the 
plain, ordinary, and original meaning of the terms. The 
words of the quotation, then, are to be understood simply of 
human marriage, as if to show why language borrowed from 
it was applied in the preceding verse to depict the union of 
Christ and His church. The verse in Genesis appears to be 
not the language of Adam, as if, as in Jerome’s description of 
him, he had been primus vates, but is at once a legislative 
and prophetic comment upon the language of Adam—“ This 
is now bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh.” The love 
which a son bears to a father and a mother, is at length sur- 
mounted by a more powerful attachment. He leaves them in 
whose love and society he has spent his previous life; so that, 
while love cements families, love also scatters them. “He 
ig joined to His wife” in a union nearer and more intimate 
than that which united him to his parents; for his wife and 
he become “one flesh”—not one in spirit, or in affection, 
or in pursuit, but in personality, filled with “ coequal and 


homogeneal fire’’— 
‘The only bliss 


Of Paradise that has survived the fall.” 


They are “ one flesh,” and a junction so characterized supplied 
the apostle with language to describe the union of Christ and 
his church—“ we are of His flesh and of His bones.”? This 


1 “They are one now, and one for ever: he is greater than Omnipotence who | 
can rend that tie; that ‘marriage was made in heaven!’ Alone—it was in the 
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doctrine of marriage must have excited surprise when divorce 
was of scandalous frequency by an action of dzéAenpus or 
amorewrris in Grecian states, and with less formality under 
the emperors in the West, by défarreatio and remancipatio. 
See Harless, Hthik, § 52, and his Die Hheschetdungsfrage. 
Eine erneute Versuch der Neut. Schriftstellen. 1860. 

(Ver. 82.) To pvoriptov rodro péya éotiv, éym bé réyo 
eis Xpiorov Kal eis THY exxrAnolav—“ This mystery is a great 
one, but I speak concerning Christ and concerning the church.” 
Mvornpsov is rendered in the Vulgate sacramenium, and the 
Popish church regards marriage as one of its sacraments.? 
Cajetan and Hstius, however, disavow the Latin translation, 
on which their own church rests its proof? The cardinal 
honestly says, non habes ex hoc loco, prudens lector, a Paulo 
conjugium esse sacramentum. Non enim disit, esse sacramen- 
tum, sed mysterium. Bisping more guardedly says that the 
sacramental character of marriage cannot be proved directly 
and immediately. Erasmus is yet more cautious. Neque nego 
matrimonium esse sacramentum, sed an ex hoc loco docert possit 
proprie dict sacramentum quemadmodum baptismus dicttur, 
excutt volo. The phrase ‘rat, a great mystery,” is found 
among the rabbinical formule. Those who hold that the 
previous verse refers to Christ leaving his Father and Mother, 
and coming down to our earth to woo and win His spiritual 
bride, find no difficulty in the explanation of the verse before 
us. Such a representation, couched in such language, might 
depths of eternity—stood Christ and His church before the altar of that divine 
espousal; none was witness but the Father of glory and the Spirit of life, when the 
vow was plighted and the contract sealed; but all heaven shall yet be witness, 
when the redeemed church shall vindicate the fidelity of the church's Redeemer ; 
when she shall ‘come up from the wilderness’ of this barren world, ‘leaning on her 
beloved,’ and by him be publicly invested with those privileges of her rank which 
are hers now, but hers in silence, secrecy, and sorrow! Then shall the ‘fellowship 
of one with another,’ and of all with God, be indeed complete; and that wondrous 
prayer be fullilled, in which (as one who ties and doubles a knot) the Saviour, by 
returning on His words, seems purposely to have sought to express the infolded 
closeness of that maze of love in which the ‘ children of light’—having within them 
the abiding of the Spirit—are one with the Father and the Son.” Archer Butler’s 
Sermons, 1st Series, p. 421, 5th ed., Cambridge, 1859. 

1 Council of Trent, Sess. 24. 


2 Yet in an encyclical letter in 1832 occurs the statement—“ Marriage is, accord- 
ing to St. Paul’s expression, a great sacrament in Christ and in the church,” 
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well be named a great mystery, in connection with Christ and 
the church. But the language of this verse does not prove 
it, or afford any explanation of it. 

‘The question to be determined is, what is the real or 
implied antecedent to rodro? 1. Is the meaning this: 
Marriage as described in the preceding verse is a great 
mystery, but I speak of it in its mystical or typical con- 
nection with Christ and the church? Those who, like Har- 
less, Olshausen, and others, take the last clause, “ they two 
shall be one flesh,” as referring to Christ and His church, 
say that the sense is—“ the mystery thus described is a great 
one, but it refets to Christ and the church.” But were the 
meaning of that clause so plain as Harless supposes, then 
this exegetical note, “I speak concerning Christ and the 
church,” might be dispensed with. 2. Others, such as Baum- 
garten-Crusius, look upon the word uvorjpioy as equivalent 
to allegory, and suppose the apostle to refer to a well-known 
Jewish view as to the typical nature of the marriage of Adam 
and Eve. Schoettgen, Hor. Hed. p. 783. The allegory, however, 
of Philo on the place is of quite a different kind. “Evexa tis 
aicOjcews 0 vous, bray abr SoviwOh, katadtry Kal rov warépa, 
Tov dev Oedv, kal Thy wntépa TOV cUmTdVTwY, THY apeThY Kab 
copiav ToD Ocod, Kal mpockoAdGTat Kal evodtat TH aicOyncet, 
Kar dvarverar eis alc Onow, iva yivovtas pla cdpé, Kad &v 7d00s, 
of Sto. “On account of the external sensation, the mind, 
when it has become enslaved to it, shall leave both its father, 
the God of the universe, and the mother of all things, namely, 
the virtue and wisdom of God, and cleaves to and becomes 
united to the external sensations, and is dissolved into exter- 
nal sensation, so that the two become one flesh and one pas- 
sion.” Allix, in his Judgment of the Jewish Church, says the 
first match between Adam and Live was a type of that between 
Christ and his church. A note on this subject may be seen 
in Whitby’s Commentary. Such an opinion gives the word 
pvotiptoy the meaning of something spoken, having in it a 
deep or occult sense; a meaning which Koppe, Morus, De 
Wette, Meier, and Grotius, and Stier to some extent, without 
any biblical foundation, attach to the term in this ‘place. 
3. The exegesis of Peile is wholly out of the question — this 
mystery is of great depth of meaning, and for my part I 
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interpret it as having reference to Christ;” a paraphrase as 
untenable as that of Grotius—verba ista eaplicavt vobis non 
Kata T00as, sed sensu pvotixwtép. But Scripture affords us 
no warrant for such notions ; nor is such allegorization any por- 
tion of the apostle’s hermeneutics. 4. Hofmann, loc. c7t., quite 
apart from the reasoning and context, understands the apostle 
to say that the sacred unity of marriage—one flesh—is a great 
mystery to the heathen. 5. We understand the apostle to refer 
to the general sentiment.of the preceding section, summed up 
in the last verse, and in the clause, “ they two shall be one 
flesh ;”’ or rather to the special image which that clause illus- 
trates, viz., that Christ and the church stand in the relation 
of husband and wife. The allowed application of conjugal 
terms to Christ and the church is “a great mystery ;” and 
lest any one should think that the apostle refers to the “ one 
flesh” of an earthly relationship, he is cautious to add, “I 
speak concerning Christ and the church.” This great truth 
is a great mystery, understood only by the initiated; for the 
blessedness of such a union with Christ is known only to 
those who enjoy it. Somewhat differently from Ellicott, we 
would say that verses 25-28 introduce the spiritual nuptial 
relation, that ver. 29 affirms its reality, that ver. 30 gives the 
deep spiritual ground or origin of it, while the quotation in ver. 
31 shows the authorized source of the image, and ver. 32 its 
ultimate application guarding against mistake. The meaning 
of pvorHpiov the reader will find under i. 9. The word is 
used in the same sense.as here in vi. 19; 1 Tim. iii. 16. 

éy@ O€ Aéyw eis Xptorov Kat els THY exxrAnolav— but I am 
speaking in reference to Christ, and in reference to the church.” 
The pronoun is not without subjective significance. Winer, 
§ 22,6. The dé is not simply explicative, but has also an adver- 
sative meaning, as if the writer supposed in his mind that the 
phraseology employed by him might be interpreted in another 
and different way. Aéy, introducing an explanation, is fol- 
lowed by the eds of reference (von der Richtung, Winer, § 48), as 
in Acts ii. 25; and é\dAncoev has a similar complement in Heb. 
vii. 14. The interpretation of Zanchius, Bodius, and Cameron, 
imitated by Macknight, supposes the marriage of Eve with 
Adam to be a type or a designed emblem of the union of 
Christ and his church. Macknight dwells at length and with 
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more than usual unction on the theme. But the apostle 
simply compares Christ and His church to husband and wife, 
and the comparison helps him to illustrate and enforce con- 
jugal duty. Nay, so close and tender is the union between 
Christ and His church, that the language of Adam concerning 
ive may be applied to it. The nuptial union of our first 
parents was not a formal type of this spiritual matrimony, nor 
does the apostle allegorize the record of it, or say that the 
words contain a deep or mystic sense. But these primitive 
espousals afforded imagery and language which might aptly and. 
truly be applied to Christ and the church, which is of His “flesh 
and His bones;” and the application of such imagery and 
language is indeed a mystery—a truth, the secret glory and 
felicity of which are known but to those who are wedded to 
the Lord in a “ perpetual covenant.” The apostle might have 
in his eye such passages as Ps. xlv.; Hos. ii, 19-235 the 
Song of Solomon; Isa. liv. 5, lxi. 10; Ezek. xvi. 8. The 
same imagery is found in 2 Cor. xi. 2, and in the conclusion 
of the Apocalypse. 

(Ver. 83.) TIAnv cat byets ot cal’ &va, Exactos ri éavTov 
yuvatka oUTws ayardra ws éavrov— Nevertheless also as to 
every one of you, let each love his wife as himself.” The 
word Av does not indicate, as Bengel, Harless, and Ols- 
hausen wrongly suppose, any return from a digression. The 
preceding verses are no digression, but an interlinked and 
extended illustration. As Meyer insists, wiv means, “ yet 
apart from this;”’ that is, apart from this illustration of the 
conjugal relationship of Christ to His church. The term, 
therefore does not indicate a return after a formal digression, 
but rather a return to the starting thought. The «ai contains 
an allusion to the leading idea of the preceding illustration— 
the love of Christ to His spiritual spouse. As He loves His 
spouse, do you also, every one of you, love his wife. Oc xa’ 
éva. 1 Cor. xiv. 27-31; Jelf, § 629; Winer, §49,a. The 
verb dyardro is singular, agreeing with &&acros and not 
bueis—a mode of construction which individualizes and inten- 
sifies the injunction. 

E os éavrdv—“as being himself” one flesh with him. (Verses 
31 and 28.) Not that he is to idolize her, as if, among all his 
other bones, Adam’s “ extracted rib alone had been of ivory.” 
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9 8é yuvy va hoBirat tov dvSpa— and the wife that she 
reverence her husband.” The construction of this clause is 
idiomatic, as in Gal. ii. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 7; Mark v. 23; 
Winer, § 63, 2. In such an idiom yuvy, in effect, is the 
nominative absolute, though in the resolution of the idiom 
a verb must be supplied ; or as Ellicott, who objects to our 
statement, admits—it is not so definitely unsyntactic as Acts 
vil. 40, and that is all we meant to say. Aé may be slightly 
adversative, the conjugal duties being in contrast. The verb 
to be supplied, and on which, in the mind of the writer, 
iva depends, is furnished by the context (Meyer on 2 Cor. 
vill. 7, and Osiander on the same place), as, “I command,” 
or, “let her see.” In such a case S7rws is used by the classical 
writers. Raphelius, Annotat. 488. The wife is to reverence 
her husband—numquam enim ertt voluntaria subjectio nist 
precedat reverentia. Calvin. One peculiarity in this injunction 
has been usually overlooked. What is instinctive on either 
side is not enforced, but what is necessary to direct and hal- 
low such an instinct is inculcated. The woman loves, but to 
teach her how this fondness should know and fill its appro- 
priate sphere, she is commanded to obey—p2) Sovdompemds. 
Gicumenius. The man, on the other hand, feels that’ his 
position is to govern; but to show him what should be the 
essence and means of his government, he is enjoined to love. 
“We rules her by authority, and she rules him by love: she 
ought by all means to please him, and he must by no means 
displease her.” Sermon on the Marriage Ring, by Jeremy 
Taylor; Works, vol. xv. When this balance of power is 
unsettled, happiness is lost, and mutual recriminations ensue. 
“A masterly wife,’ as Gataker says, “is as much despised 
and derided for taking rule over her husband as he for yield- 
ing to it.” 

In fine, the apostle, by the language he has employed i in 
reference to Christ and His church, has given marriage its 
highest honour. No ascetic condemnation of it occurs in the 
New Testament. “Single life makes men in one instance to 
be like angels, but marriage in very many things makes the 
chaste pair to be like Christ, ” Sermon on the Marriage Bing, | 
by Jeremy Taylor; Works, vol. xv. 


CHAP. VI. 


Tuer apostle, after expounding the duties that spring out of 
the conjugal relation, as one sphere in which the maxim—sub- 
mitting yourselves to one another in the fear of Christ, came 
into operation—naturally turns to another and kindred sphere 
of domestic life, and addyesses himself to children. And he 
does not speak about them, or tell their parents of them, but 
he looks them in the face, and lovingly says to them—“ chil- 
dren.” It is plainly implied that children were supposed by 
him to be present in the sanctuary when this epistle was read, 
or to be able to read it for themselves, when it should be 
transcribed and circulated. 

(Ver. 1.) Ta réeva, érraxodvere roils yovedow tuav év Kupip 
—“ Children, obey your parents in the Lord ”—that is, “in 
Christ.” The words éy Kupé@ are wanting in B, D’, F, G, 
and are, on that account, excluded by Lachmann, but they 
are found in A, D’, E, J, K, the major part of MSS., and 
the Greek fathers, They describe the element or sphere of 
that obedience which children aré to render to their parents, 
and ,certainly do not qualify yovedow—as if the reference 
were to fathers in the faith, in contrast to fathers after the 
flesh. Not merely natural instinct, but religious motive 
should prompt children to obedience, and guard them in it. 
The love which Jesus showed to children, when He took 
them in His arms and blessed them, should induce them, in a 
spirit of filial faith and fondness, to obey their parents, and to 
regard with special sacredness every parental injunction. 
And that obedience, if prompted, regulated, and bounded by 
a sense of religious obligation, will be cheerful, and not sullen ; 
prompt, and not dilatory ; uniform, and not occasional ; uni- 
versal, and not capricious in its choice of parental precepts. 

TovTo yap éorw Sixavov— for this is right;”’ the vd éder- 
kvotixoy in éorw, and other similar verbal forms being a 
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general characteristic in the spelling of ancient MSS. The 
reference of the clause is not to év Kup/o, but to the injunction 
itself. Filial obedience is “ right,” for it is not based on any- 
thing accidental or expedient. ‘The meaning is not that obe- 
dience is “ according to the law of God, or Scripture ”—x«ara 
Tov TOD Oeod vouov—as is said by Theodoret and Calvin, and 
virtually by Harless and Meyer, but that it has its foundation 
in the very essence of that relation which subsists between 
parents and children. Nature claims it, while Scripture enjoins 
it, and the Son of God exemplified it. It isin perfect consist- 
ency with all our notions of right and moral obligation— 
dice Sixatov, as Theophylact rightly adds. or the very 
names réxva and yovels point out the origin and essential 
reason of that filial duty which the apostle, in Colossians, 
calls “ well-pleasing to the Lord.” 

(Ver. 2.) Téua tov warépa cov Kab thy unrépa—* Honour 
thy father and thy mother ’’—a quotation from the fifth com- 
mandment—yarny yayny mw. Exod. xx. 12;% Deut. v. 16. 
This citation does not, as Harless supposes, give the ground 
of ‘the preceding injunction, for Sécarov contains a specific 
reason; but it is another form of the same injunction, based 
not upon natural right, but upon inspired authority. Honour 
comprehends in it all that respect, reverence, love, and obedi- 
ence, which the filial relation so fully implies. Though the 
Mosaic law did not, by any means, place man and woman on 
the same level in respect of conjugal right, yet here, in special 
and delicate homage to maternal claim, it places the mother 
in the same high position with the father himself. Marcion, 
according to Tertullian, left out this quotation in his so-called 
epistle to the Laodiceans, because it recognized the authority 
of the God of the Old Testament, p. 329, vol. ii., Op. ed. hier. 

Hris éotly évtokn mpoTn év érrayyedia— for such is,” or “as 
it is the first command with promise;” #ris giving expla- 
nation, or expressing reason. Winer, § 48, a. Some critics 
give mperos the sense of prime or chief—“ which is the chief 
commandment connected with promise.” Such is the view 
of Wetstein, Koppe, Flatt, Meier, Matthies, Hodge, and 
Robinson. The adjective may bear this signification ; but 
such cannot be its meaning here, for the fifth commandment 
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cannot surely be deemed absolutely the most important which 
God has ordained with promise. Matt. xxii. 38, 39; Rom. 
xiii. -9. Stier regards it as a first command, in point of 
importance, to the children whom Paul directly addresses. 
Ambrosiaster, ‘Michaelis, von Gerlach, and Holzhausen pro- 
pose to take wpéry as meaning first in a certain position; and 
the last affirms that évrony denotes only the statutes which 
belong to the second table—duties not of man to God, but of 
man to man. This is only a philological figment, devised to 
escape from a theological difficulty. The division of the deca- 
logue into first and second tables has no direct foundation in 
Scripture; but if it be adopted, we quite agree with Stier that 
the fifth commandment belongs to the first table. Its position 
in Lev. xix. 3, and its omission in Rom. xiii. 9, seem to 
prove this. The second table is comprised in this, “ Love thy 
neighbour as thyself; ” but obedience to parents cannot come 
under such a category. The parent stands in God’s place to 
his child. On the division of the ten commandments separ- 
ately, and on that into two tables, see Sonntag and Ziillig, 
Stud. und Kritik., 1836-37 ; and Kurtz, Geschichte des Alten 
Bundes, vol. iii. § 10. We are obliged to join wparn with év 
érrayyedia, and render— which is the first command with a 
promise,”’ év pointing to that in which the firstness consists, 
and the promise being expressed in the following verse. Such 
_ Is the view of the Greek commentators, of Jerome, of the 
Reformers, of Bodius, a-Lapide, Aretius, Zanchius, Crocius, 
and of Harless, De Wette, Meyer, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and Winer, §48. It has been remarked by others, that 
what appears a promise in the second commandment is only a 
broad declaration of the great principles of the divine govern- 
ment, and that this is really, therefore, the earliest or first of 
the ten commands with a promise—first, as Chrysostom says, 
not TH td£eo adda TH érayyedia. Tt has been objected that 
there is only one command with a promise in the decalogue, 
and that the apostle, if he thought of the decalogue alone, 
would have said, not the “first,” but the “ only ” command 
with promise. Harless says that “ first” refers to what pre- 
cedes, not to what follows; and Meyer suggests that Paul 
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succeeding injunctions of the Mosaic code. As a “ first” 
implies a second, we should be inclined to adopt the last view, 
limiting, however, the calculation of the apostle to the first 
body of commands delivered at Sinai. The fifth -is thus the 
first commandment in point of promise. The article is not 
needed, for ordinals having a specific power in themselves often 
want it. Phil. i. 12; Middleton on the Greek Article, p. 100. 
(Ver. 3.) “Iva eb cot yévnray nat gon paxpoydvios ért ris 
ryns— That it may be well with thee, and that thou be long- 
lived on the earth.” The quotation is from the Septuagint 
version of Ex. xx. 12, but somewhat varied—y em pow pe? 
7 PUR Mey now —the words omitted being — ris 
ayabiis 75 Kipsos 6 @eds cov didwot oor. Such is the pro- 
mise. The phrase “that it may be well with thee ”—as in 
Gen. xii. 13; Deut. iv. 40—seems to have been a common 
mode of expressing interest in another's welfare. In the 
second clause, the apostle changes the construction of the 
Septuagint, which reads—«ai iva paxpoxpdmos yévn. It had 
been affirmed by Erasmus, and has been reasserted by Winer 
(§ 41,b 1) and De Wette, that the apostle drops the construc- 
tion with ia and uses éoy in the simple future. We agree 
with Meyer, that there is no genuine grammatical ground for 
separating éon from tva, since the apostle has in some instances 
connected iva with the future (1 Cor. ix. 18), and there is a 
change of construction similar to that which this verse presents, 
in the Apocalypse, xxii. 14. Klotz-Devarius, vol. ii. 630.! 
The future éoy stands here in its proper significance, but still 
connected with iva; and such a use of the future tense may 
in a climactic form indicate the direct and certain result of 
the previous subjunctive. Obedience secures wellbeing, and 
this being the case, ‘‘ thou shalt live long on the earth.” The 


1A similar construction with és occurs in classical Greek. Dawes indeed lata 
it down as a rule that ras was never joined with the subjunctive of the first aorist, 
active or middle; but that in place of them the indicative future is employed, and 
that, therefore, the indicative future and the subjunctive are often interchanged. 
The critic cordially congratulated himself on the discovery of such a usage—mirum, 
opinor, quod dicturus sum, plerisque omnibus videbitur ; sed nihilo tamen idcirco minus 
verum est. Dawes, Miscellan. Crit. p. 418, Lond. 1827. But Kiihner (ii. § 777) 
has shown that the whole is error, as many instances abundantly testify. Gayler, 
Part. Neg. p. 209. 
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longevity is the result and development of its being well 
with thee. | SO 
Maxpoypévos is “ long-lived” or “long-timed,” and belongs 
to the later Greek. What then is the nature of this promise 
annexed to the fifth commandment? In its original form. it 
had. reference to the peculiar constitution, of the theocracy, 
which both promised and secured temporal blessings to the 
people. The words are, “that thy days may be long in the 
land which the Lord thy God giveth thee.” ‘The promise in 
its first application has been supposed to mean, that filial 
obedience being the test and exponent of national religion 
and morality, would preserve the Hebrew nation from those 
aberrations and crimes which led to their deportation and 
their ultimate expulsion. Or if the command be supposed to 
possess an individualizing directness, then it may mean, that 
under Jehovah’s special guardianship the coveted blessing of 
longevity would be the sure fruit and noble reward of filial 
piety. But what is the force of the promise now? The apostle 
gives it a present meaning and reality, and omits as if on pur- 
pose the clause which of old restricted it to the theocracy. It 
is out of the question on the part of Olshausen, Schrader, and 
Gauthey, preceded by Estius, to spiritualize the promise, and 
to suppose that’ as Canaan was a type of heaven, so the blessing 
here promised is happiness in a better world. . Hints of this 
view are-found in Jerome and Thomas Aquinas. The epithet 
paxpoxpovios can never denote immortal duration, and the 
apostle omits the very words which placed the earthly Canaan 
In its peculiar position and meaning as a type.. On the other 
hand, Meyer regards this omission as unessential, and pro- 
nounces that. the words “ in the earth or land”’ refer historically 
‘and only to the land of Canaan. Our question then is, Why 
did the apostle make the quotation? Does it merely record an 
ancient fact which no longer has any existence? or does that 
fact suggest lessons to. present times? If the former alter- 
native, that of Meyer and Baumgarten-Crusius, be adopted, 
then the language of the apostle loses its significance and 
applicability to Christian children. Meyer says that the 
apostle dropt the last clause of the commandment because he 
presumed that his readers were well acquainted with it—a 
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presumption we can scarcely admit in reference to the Gentilé 
portion of the church. Rather, as we have said, do we believe, 
with Calvin, Riickert, and Matthies, that the apostle omitted 
the last clause just to make the promise bear upon regions out 
of Palestine, and periods distant from those of the Hebrew 
commonwealth. Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Flatt, Harless, 
and Baumgarten-Crusius regard the original promise as appli- 
cable not to individuals, but to the mass of the Jewish society. 
The meaning, says Morus, as applied to our times is simply, 
patriam florere diu, ubt liberorum stt erga parentes reverentia. 
This comment is certainly better, though it is in a similar 
strain: as if blessings were promised to the mass, in which 
the individual shares if he remain a part of it. But such 
views dilute the apostle’s meaning, and proceed in their basis 
upon a misconception of the Hebrew statute. The command is 
addressed to individuals, and so is the promise. The language 
plainly implies it—“ that thy days may be long.” Our Lord 
so understands it (Matt. xv. 4-6), and thus in the sermon on 
the mount He expounds the other statutes. Is it so, then, that 
long life is promised to obedient children? The special pro- 
vidence of the theocracy could easily secure it in ancient times ; 
nay, disobedient children were by law punished with death. 
Nor is the hand of the Lord slackened in these days. Under 
i. 3 the reader will find a reference to the place which tem- 
poral blessings occupy under the Christian economy. Godli- 
ness has “ the promise of the life which now is.” Matt. vi. 25, 
&c.; Mark x. 29, &c. Obedient children sometimes die, as ripe 
fruit falls first. But the promise of longevity is held out—it 
is a principle of the divine administration and the usual course 
of providence. Not that we can say with Grotius, that man 
therefore has it somewhat in his power to prolong his days ; 
or with Stier, that the life will be long, quoad sufficientiam— 
for obtaining salvation; or as in the maxim, sat viait diu, 
quem nec pudet vinisse, nec piget mori. We understand the 
command as modified by its Christian and extra-Palestinian 
aspect to involve a great principle, and that is, that filial 
obedience, under God’s blessing, prolongs life, for it implies 
the possession of principles of restraint, sobriety, and industry, 
which secure a lengthened existence. It is said in Prov. x. 27, 
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“The fear of the lord prolongeth days, but the years of the 
wicked shall be shortened ;” and in ix. 11, “ By me thy days 
shall be multiplied, and the years of thy life shall be increased;”’ 
and again in Ps. lv. 23, “ Bloody and deceitful men shall not 
live out half their days.” Not that God shortens their days 
by an express snd formal judgment from heaven, or that all of 
them without exception drop into a premature grave; but the 
principle of the divine government does secure that sin is its 
own penalty, and that vicious or criminal courses either ruin 
the constitution, or expose their victim to the punishment of 
civil law, as in the case of men whose existence is early and 
suddenly broken off by intemperance, imprisonment, or exile, 
by the scourge or the gallows. The Greeks had apothegms 
similar to this of the apostle. Obedient children are guided 
and guarded by their very veneration for their parents, and 
prevented from these fatal excesses; whereas the “ children 
of disobedience” are of necessity exposed to all the juvenile 
temptations which lead to vice and crime. God does not bribe 
the child to obedience, but holds out this special and blessed 
result to “ tender understandings ” as a motive which they 
can appreciate and enjoy. Qicumenius says—ri yap HOdrepov 
Tatot THs Haxpoxpovias? 

_ (Ver. 4.) Kai ot warépes, wi) wapopyitere ta réxva tuov— 
“ And ye, fathers, provoke not your children to wrath.” The 
xaé connects closely this injunction, as one parallel or com- 
plementary to the one preceding it.e The address of the apostle 
is to fathers, not to parents, as Flatt, Meier, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Robinson, Wahl, and Bretschneider erroneously hold 
it. Tlarépes can scarcely be supposed to change its significa- 
tion from that which it bears in the 2d verse, and why should 
the apostle not have employed ‘yoveis, as in the Ist verse? 
Fathers are here singled out, not, as Riickert wrongly holds, 
because mothers were in no high position in the East. Prov. 

xxx. 10, &c. Nor is the reference to “ fathers” because the 
father as husband is head of the wife, and this idea of Meyer, 
Harless, and Stier is too vague, for the advice seems scarcely 
appropriate to mothers, who so usually err through fondness, 
if the apostle spoke to them through their husbands. Nor is 
there any ground for Olshausen’s hypothesis, that Paul refers 
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to the education of adolescent children, which, from the nature’ 
of the case, belongs to fathers more than mothers. But the 
training of children is the father’s special function; for the 
duty is devolved upon him to select: and put into operation 
the best means and methods for the culture of his offspring. 
And especially does the prohibition of this first clause apply 
to fathers. As Chrysostom remarks, He does not say—love 
them—rodto. yap Kal axdvrov airav 4 iow émioraras.' 
Chastisement is within their province, and they are apt to 
administer castigation in a passion,.as if to gratify their ill 
humour. The caution does not apply so much to mothers, 
for they are apt, on the other hand, to spoil the child by 
indulgence. 

The verb mapopyive signifies to irritate—to throw into a 
passion. See under iv. 26. In Col. iii. 21 the apostle uses 
épebifere— do not rouse or provoke.” The paternal reign is 
not to be one of terror and stern authority, but of love. The 
rod may be employed, but in reason and moderation, and never 
from momentary impulse and anger. Children are not to be 
moved to “ wrath” by harsh and unreasonable treatment, or 
by undue partiality and favouritism. If they be uniformly 
confronted with paternal frown and menace, then their spirit 
is broken, and the most powerful motive to obedience—the 
desire to please—is taken from them. No— 

GAG éxtpéhere aita év taideia nal vovlecia Kupiov— 
“but: bring them up in the discipline and admonition of the 
Lord ”’—én disciplina et correptione. Vulgate. The verb 
refers here-to spiritual culture, and not as in v. 29 to physi- 
cal support. Ilasédeda may not signify discipline in itself, 
but rather the entire circuit of education and upbringing 
which a vrais requires,.and of which discipline is the necessary 
and prominent element. The sense of chastisement was taken 
from the Hebrew -y», which it represents in the Septuagint. 
Lev. xxvi. 18; Ps. vi. 1; Isa. liti. 5; 2 Tim. iii. 16. Augus- 
tine renders it per molestias eruditio. Ast, Lex. Plat., sub voce. 
Chastisement is thus quite consistent with obedience to the 
previous injunction. Children are not to be provoked, but yet 
are to be corrected. Novfecia (voubérnows being the earlier 
form—Phryn, ed. Lobeck, p. 512), as several expositors have 
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remarked, is one special element or aspect of the vrawdela. It 
denotes, as the composition of the word indicates, “ putting 
in mind, admonition, or formal instruction.” Job iv. 3; Rom. 
xv. 14; Col. i. 28; 1 Thess. v. 12; 2 Thess. iti. 15 ; Plutarch, 
De Cohib, Iré, 23 ; Xenophon, Mem. i i, 2,21. Jerome says— 
admonitionem magis et eruditionem quam austeritatem sonat. 
Trench, Synon. § 32. Koppe, as usual, makes the two words 
synonymous, The philological commentators, such as Kypke, 
adduce some peculiar phraseology from the classical writers, 
but not with great pertinence, such as from Plutarch—oi. paBdoe 
vovOerodor, and from Josephus—ydoriéw vovberetv. Stier 
adopts the opinion of Luther, who renders—mit Werk und 
Wort, a translation which has "been followed by Grotius, who 
takes the first term as pena, and the second as verba. We have 
in Prov. xxix. 15—nnyin) »w— the rod and reproof.” The 
genitive Kupiov belongs to both substantives, and refers not to 
God, but to Christ. See under i. 2. It cannot signify “worthy 
of the Lord,” as Matthies wrongly understands it; nor can it 
bear the meaning which Luther and Passavant give it—“to the 
Lord.” Neither can we accede to the view of Hrasmus, Beza, 
Estius, Menochius, Semler, Morus, and others, who render 
“ according to the Lord,” or in harmony with Christianity—an 
idea, however, which is implied. Michaelis, Scholz, a-Lapide, 
Grotius, and Peile, give the sense “ about Christ”’—instruction 
about Christ, making the genitive that of object. Olshausen, 
Harless, Stier, and Meyer, rightly take it as the genitive of 
possession—“ that nurture and admonition which the Lord 
prescribes,” or which belongs to Him and is administered by 
Him. Chrysostom refers especially to the Seriptures as one 
source of this instruction. Such training leads to early piety, 
and such is ever welcome to Christ and His church. For the 
sun shining on a shrub, in its green youth, is a more gladsome 
spectacle than the evening beam falling dimly on the ivy and 
ruins of an old and solitary tower. Harless, Christliche Ethik, 
§ 53, 1860, 5th ed. 

The apostle next turns to a numerous and interesting class 
of the community—the slaves—8odAos, which is distinct from 
Hic wos or pic Owrds, and is opposed. in verse 8 to the érevOepos. 
Slavery existed in all the cities of Ionia and Asia Minor, and 
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in many of them slaves were greatly more numerous than 
freemen.’ In fact, the larger proportion of artisaris and manu- 
facturers, and in general of the industrial classes, were in 
bondage. There is little doubt that very many of these bond- 
men embraced the gospel, and became members of the early 
churches. Indeed Celsus said, and no doubt with truth, that. 
those who were active proselytizers to Christianity were— 
Eptoupyovs Kal oxvtToTomovs Kai Kvadeis—weavers, cobblers, 
fullers, illiterate and rustic men. Origen, Contra Celsum, lib. 
iii. p. 144, ed. Spencer, Cantab., 1677. But Christianity did 
not rudely assault the forms of social life, or seek to force even 
a justifiable revolution by external appliances. Such an, 
enterprise would have quenched the infant religion in blood, 
The gospel achieved a nobler feat. It did not stand by in 
disdain, and refuse to speak to the slave till he gained his 
freedom, and the shackles fell from his arms, and he stood 
erect in his native independence. No; but it went down into 
his degradation, took him by the hand, uttered words of kind- 
ness in his ear, and gave him a liberty which fetters could not 
abridge and tyranny could not suppress. Aristotle had already 
described him as being simply éupuyov spyavov—a tool with 
a soul in it; and the Roman law had sternly told him he had 
no rights, guia nullum caput habet—because he was not a per- 
son. He may have been placed on the rparip 0os—“ the auc- 
tion block,” and sold like a chattel to the highest bidder; the 
brand—orlyua, of his owner might be burned into his forehead, 
and he might bear the indelible scars of judicial torture—that 
Bdcavos without which a slave’s evidence was never received 5 
but the gospel introduced him into the sympathies of a new 
brotherhood, elevated him to the consciousness of an immortal 
nature, and to the hope of eternal liberty and glory. Formerly. 
he was taught to look for final liberation only in that world 
which never gave back a fugitive, and he might anticipate 
a melancholy release only in the grave, for “ there the wicked 
cease from troubling, and there the weary be at rest; there 


1 Ample information on this subject may be found in such writers on Greek 
antiquities as Wachsmuth, Bickh, and Becker; in Reitermeier’s Geschichte der 
Sclaveret in Glriechenland, Berlin, 1789; and in Histoire de PEsclavage dans 
UAntiquité, par F. Wallon, Paris, 1847. 
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the prisoners rest together; they hear not the voice of the 
oppressor ; the small and great are there, and the servant is 
free from his master.” Now, not only was he to look beyond 
the sepulchre to a region of pure and noble enjoyments; but 
as he could even in his present servitude realize the dignity 
of a spiritual freeman in Christ, the friction of his chain was 
unfelt, and he possessed within him springs of exalted cheer- 
fulness and contentment. Yes, as George Herbert sings— 


“Man is God's image, but a poor man is 
Christ’s stamp to boot.” 


At the same time, Christianity lays down great principles by 
- the operation of which slavery would be effectually abolished, 
and in fact, even in the Roman empire, it was suppressed in 
the course of three centuries. Other references of the apostle 
to slavery occur in 1 Cor. vii. 20-24; 1 Tim. vi. 1; Col. iii. 225 
Titus ii. 9; The apostle Peter also refers to it in 1st Ep. ii. 18. 

(Ver. 5.) Ot SodA01, drraxovere Trois Kuplows KaTd odpKa. 
“Slaves, be obedient to your masters according to the flesh.” 
The phrase cata odpxa, though the article be not repeated, 
qualifies xupiois, and so some MSS. such as A, B, read trois 
kata capa Kuplots, imitating Col. iii. 22. Koppe, Olshausen, 
and Meyer suppose in the phrase a tacit contrast to a—xdpuos 
kata veda. Still there is no need for such a supposition, 
for the contrast belongs, not to such a supposed formula, 
but pervades the entire paragraph—“ the Master,” or “ the 
Lord,” “ the Master in heaven.” Various meanings have been 
attached to the phrase, many of which are inferences rather 
than explanations. The formula xara cdpxa plainly denotes 
a corporeal or external relationship. 1 Cor. i. 26; 2 Cor. v. 
16, &c. Their master’s sway was only over the body and its 
activities, and the relation was one which was bounded by 
bodily limits in its sphere and exactions. So that, such being 
its nature, the inferential exegesis of Chrysostom is plain, that 
the tyranny endured by the slave was only Seczorela mapdc- 
Katpos Kat Boayeia— a temporary and brief despotism.” The 
exegesis of Harless is a mere deduction in the form of a truism, 
“that in the predicate lies this idea, though in one jurisdiction 
they were free, still they had masters in their earthly relations,” 
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Not less an inference is the thought of Calvin, “ mitigat quod 
potuisset esse nimis asperum in statu servilt.” If the relation 
of master and slave be only cara odpxa, then it is also a just 
deduction on the part of Grotius, Riickert, Matthies, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Kistmacher, and others, that such a relation 
has reference only to external or earthly matters, and leaves: 
spiritual freedom intact. Even Seneca could say—=Servitus 
non in totum hominem descendit ; excipitur animus. Now, if - 
the slave followed the apostle’s advice, he acquired happiness, 
and commended the new religion ; while sullenness and refrac- 
tory insolence on pretence of spiritual freedom, would have 
led to misery, and brought an eclipse on Christianity. 

The apostle, in the following clauses, hits upon those 

peculiar vices which slavery induces, and which are almost 
inseparable from it. The slave is tempted to indolence and 
carelessness.. When a man feels himself doomed, degraded, 
and. little else than a chattel, driven to work, and liable at any 
moment to be sent to the market-place and sold as an ox or 
a horse, what spring of exertion or motive to obedience can 
really exist within him?’ The benevolent shrewdness of 
Seneca (Hp. 47) had led him to say—Arrogantie proverbium 
est, totidem esse hostes quod servos. Non habemus illos hostes, 
sed facimus. The apostle urges this obedience to be— 
. pera boPou Kai tpouov-— with fear and trembling.” The 
words do not mean with abject terror, but with that respect 
and reverence which their position warranted. The strong 
language shows, according to some, that this “ fear and trem- 
bling” are not before “ fleischli lordes,’’ but before the one 
Divine Lord. The words occur 1 Cor. ii. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 15; 
Phil. ii. .12, and in two of these places they.seem to describe 
sensations produced by mere human relationships. The pre- 
position werd indicates that such emotions were to be the 
regular accompaniments of obedience :— | 

éy amdorntt THs Kapdias tudv—“in singleness of your 
heart.’ While werd-in the first clause refers to the accom- 
paniment of obedience, év here, as usual, characterizes the 
internal element. “ Singleness of heart” is plainly opposed to 
duplicity ; darAods, quasi plicis carens. Tittmann, De Syn., 
p. 28; Beck, Seelenl.:p. 166; Rom. xii. 8; 2 Cor. viii. 2, 
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ix. 11; James i. 5. The slave is ever tempted to appear to 
labour while yet he is loitering, to ‘put on the seeming of . 
obedience and obey with a double heart. The counsel of 
the apostle, therefore, is, that he should obey in singleness 
of aim, giving undivided effort and attention to the task in 
hand, for it was to be done— 

os TO Xpiarg—f as to Christ;” the dative governed by 
the verb tzraxovere. Obedience with all these characteristics’ 
was to be yielded to earthly masters as to Christ. As common 
and secular inducements can have but small influence on the 
mind of a slave, so the apostle brings a religious motive to 
bear upon him. See under v. 22. 

(Ver. 6.) My Kar dpParpodourelav, as dv0pwTdperKko— 
“Not in the way of eye-service, as men-pleasers ;” xard, 
Winer, § 49, a. The duty is explained, first negatively, and 
then positively. The two nouns have their meaning indicated 
sufficiently by their composition. The first of them, which 
occurs only elsewhere in Col. iii. 22, is an expressive term of 
the apostle’s own coinage. In an allusion to this place the 
adjective occurs, 7) @s 6@Oarpddour0s GAN’ ws Pidddeo7roToS. 
Apostol. Const. iv. 12, p. 98, ed. Ultzen, 1853. The second 
noun belongs to the later Greek. Ps. lili. 5; Lobeck ad Phryn. 
p- 621. Hye-service is labour when the master is present, but 
relaxation and sloth so soon as he is gone, labour only—r@ 
oxjpatt. Theophylact. Need we add that this is a vice which. 
slavery everywhere creates and exhibits ? Hence the necessity 
for drivers and overseers, whips and collars, treadmills and 
dungeons. The slave has usually no higher aim than to 
please him who has in his hands the power of punishment 
and sale; and whether in deception, or in an ingenious show 
of obedience, or a cunning feint of attention, this one motive 
prevails—to prevent his master taking offence at him. But 
the apostle presents another and deeper inducement, which 
should lead to punctual and honest industry carried on to 
please the Lord in heaven. For the slaves were to work not 
as man’s— 

aXN’ ds Soddot XproroD—“ but as the slaves of Christ”— 
His by peculiar purchase and special proprietorship. The 
article in the Received Text before Xpiorod ig struck out on 
the authority of A, B, D4, F, G, &e. 
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movoovtes TO Oédnpa' TOU @cod ex yuyfjs— doing the will 
of God from the soul.” Mark xii. 830; Luke x. 27; Col. iii. 
23. This clause, according to some, is not to be joined with 
the one before it—“ as the servants of Christ,” but with the 
first clause of the verse—“not with eye-service, as men- 
pleasers, . . . doing the will of God.” There is no reason 
to adopt such a view. Though they were slaves to a human 
master, they were to live and labour in the character of 
Christ’s servants, the characteristic of whose industry is, that 
they do God’s will from the heart. That sphere in which. 
they had been placed was of God’s allotment; and when they 
discharged its duties, they were to labour not to please men, 
as if simply doing man’s bidding, but to please God, and 
under the idea that they were doing His will. Such an 
impression must create motives which no secular premiums or 
penalties could ever have originated. 

But the connection of é« yruyijs has been disputed. Numer- 
ous and eminent authorities join the words to the next verse. 
So the Syriac reads—“ and serve them with all your soul.” 
Chrysostom adopts this disposition of the clauses, with Cicu- 
menius and Jerome, followed by Bengel, Koppe, Harless, De 
Wette, Stier, and Alford, as well as by the editors Knapp and 
Lachmann. But we see no reason for following such a con- 
nection, as the keeping of the words in union with the preced- 
ing clause yields a good and appropriate sense. Col. iii. 23. 
The phrase é« yuyijs signifies “ heartily,” and stands in con- 
trast with “eye-service.” Delitzsch, Psych. p. 160. The slave is 
to do the will of God from the soul—not reluctantly, and as 

if from mere conviction that it should be done. This cordiality 
is an essential element of Christian service. The limbs of the 
slave move with a reluctant tardiness and heartlessness ; and 
such forced or feigned obedience is one of those inevitable 
results of slavery, against which the apostle is cautioning this 
class of his readers. But if the words é« wpuyis be joined to 
the next verse, its first clause will then have the aspect of 
tautology, é« >uyis, jer edvoias Sovrevovres. Had there 
been a «ai connecting the two nouns, this exegesis might 
have had some probability. Harless distinguishes the two 
nouns thus, that é« w;uyfjs points out the relation of the 
servant to his work, and jet’ edvoias characterizes the relation 


= 
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of the servant to his master. See Passow, Liddell and Scott, 
and Pape, sub vocibus ; Xenophon, Giconom. p. 678 3; Cyrop. 
iii. p. 54; Elsner, ii. p. 228. But though such a distinction 
be just, it is no argument for connecting the two terms in one 
clause. It rather affords to us the best reason for separating 
them, because the clause to which we attach é« spuyis speaks 
of work to be done, and that cordially ; while the next clause, 
to which jer’ edvolas belongs, turns attention to the master 
for whom this labour is to be performed. That master being 
Christ, goodwill to Him must characterize the performance of it. 

(Ver. 7.) Mer’ edvoias SovAcdovtes—“ Serving with a well- 
affected mind,” that is, not only cordially, but higher yet— 
remembering that He whom you really serve is not a tyrant, 
but a generous master; for your service is done to Christ. It 
is no goodwill which the slave often bears to his master, his 
common feeling being the torment of his master’s presence 
and the terror of his lash. Serving— 

a3 TO Kupip, cal od« avOpdrrous— as to the Lord, and not 
to men ;” the phrase being in contrast with “ men-pleasers.” 
The particle os, not found in the Received Text, is now right- 
fully inserted, on the authority of A, B, D1, F, G, and many 
other concurrent authorities. The spirit of their service was 
to be Christian. They were to remember Christ the Master, 
and in serving others were to serve Him—the Master not 
according to the flesh. In external aspect the service was to 
men, but in motive and spirit it was to the Lord. It is evident 
- that if the slaves cherished such religious feelings, the hard- 
ships of their condition would be greatly lightened. Menander 
has also said—édevbépws Sovreve, SotA0s vie &oy—“ serve 
freely, and you are no longer a slave.” The spirit of this 
paragraph, as Olshausen remarks, detractis detrahendis, should 
regulate all service. “ Whatever ye do in word or in deed, 
do all in the name of Christ.” Or, as Luther says in a quota 
tion by Stier, “ when a servant-maid sweeps out a room, she 
can do a work in God.’’? 

Ver. 8.) Eiééres Ste 6 édv rt Exactos roujon dyabdy, TOUTO 
Kopicerat mapa K upiov, ere Sobdos, etre EXevOepos— Knowing,” 

1 “Wenn eine Magd die Stube auskehrt, kann sie ein Werk in Gott thun ;” or, 
as John Wesley says, ‘‘ Making every action of common life a sacrifice to God, ” 
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or “as ye know that whatsoever good each one shall have done, 
this shall he receive from the Lord, whether he be bond or 
free.” Lachmann, supported by A, D, EH, F, G, &e., reads 
bru éxactos 5 édy Tromon; but Tischendorf reads as we have 
printed it. There are also many other variations which need 
not be noted, as they have sprung from emendation. The 6 
and vt are separated by a tmesis, and édy stands after the rela- 
tive for dv. Winer, § 42, 6, Obs. Instead of xopioerat, which 
is supported by A, B, D!, F,.G, the Stephanic text has 
xomsetrat, on What appears to be the minor authority of D*, 
, K, L, and the texts of Basil and Chrysostom. The 
Received Text has the article tod before Kupiov, but without 
sufficient evidence. Todro, “this,” and not something else, the 
verb. being in the middle, and. really meaning “ shall receive 
back for himself.”’ Col. iii. 24, 25.. The object of the apostle 
is, to encourage the slaves to the cultivation of those virtues 
which he has described. If they obeyed him, and became 
diligent and industrious, and served their masters with con- 
scientious fidelity and goodwill, then, though their master 
might fail either to note or reward their conduct, they were 
not to be disheartened. For the one Master on high is also 
the Judge, and He will not fail to confer on them a recom- 
‘pense, not of merit indeed, but of grace. ‘The hope of a 
future world,.in which there would be a gracious recognition 
of their character and actions, would. preserve them from 
impatience and discontent amidst insults and ingratitude on 
the part of thankless and “ froward” masters. The Christian 
dactrine of rewards is too often lost sight of or kept in abey- 
ance, as if it were not perfectly consistent with the freest 
bestowment of heavenly glory. a 
(Ver. 9.) Kat, of xipiot, ta aitra rosette mpds adrots— 
“And, ye masters, do the same things toward them.” Kad 
indicates an immediate connection, for the duties were recip- 
rocal. The master needed instruction as well as his slave, 
for irresponsible power is above all things apt to be abused. 
Plato has well said, that treatment of slaves is a test of char- 
acter, because-a man may so easily wrong them with impunity. 


1 Aikdnros yee 6 Qdots wal eh wraoriis clCov chy dingy, picdiv 9 dvews +d RIixov bv robroIs 
siiv dvledinwy tv ole ccbrd paldiov édizciv.—Plato, Leges, lib, vi. Opera, vol. viii. p. 245; 
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The apostle had stooped to the slave, and he was not afraid 
to speak with erect attitude to the master. The masters are 
summoned to do the same things—rd adrd—to the slaves, as 
their slaves are enjoined to do to their masters. The language 
is general, and expresses what Calvin well calls jus analogum. 
They were to act toward their servants in a general spirit of 
reciprocal kindness, or as the apostle says in Col. iv. 1, they 
were to give them “that which is just and right.” The duty 
taught to the slave was earnest, conscientious, and religious 
service; the corresponding duty taught to the master was 
earnest, conscientious, and religious government. All the 
elements of service were to be also those of proprietorship. 
Such appears to us to be the general sense of the language, 
and such is the general view of Zanchius, Crocius, and Mat- 
thies ; while Theodoret, Bengel, Harless, Meier, Olshausen, 
Riickert, Stier, and Meyer dwell, perhaps, too much on the 
mere etvola already recommended. Many other commentators 
confine and enfeeble the meaning, by specifying too minutely 
the reference of ra aird. The Greek commentators refer the 
words at once to SovAevovres in ver. 7, as if the apostle meant 
to say—“ your slaves serve you, you are also to serve them.” 
Chrysostom shrinks, however, from this full form of putting 
his meaning. “The apostle,” he adds, “does not actually 
say it, but he means it’”—dAW ovx elie, SovdeveTe, KaiTor ye 
eiTr@v Ta avdTa TobTO édjrkwce. Flatt restricts the reference to 
doing. the will of God, that is, “so demean yourselves towards 
your slaves, that ye accomplish in reference to them the will 
of God.” De Wette refers to the clause 76 dya0dv motety in 
ver. 8, as if there were a paraphrastic allusion to the rp 
iodTnTA.> 


ed. Bekker, London, 1826. (Macrobius, Saturnalia i. cap. 11, vol. i. p.144; ed. 
Bipont.) 

1 The following note is comprehensive and eloquent :— 

“And with respect to all servants of every denomination, equity requires that we 
‘treat them with humanity and kindness; that we endeavour to make their service 
easy, and their condition comfortable; that we forbear rash and passionate language; 
that we overlook accidental errors, and remit trivial faults; that we impose only such 
labour as is reasonable in itself and suitable to their capacity ; that our reproofs be 
calm and our counsels well timed; that the restraints we lay upon them be prudent 
and salutary; that we allow them reasonable time for rest and refreshment, for the 
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dviévtes Thy amrecAjnv— forbearing threatening.” Chrysos- 
tom, Calvin, Harless, and Baumgarten, take these words too 
vaguely, as if, sub una specie, they generally forbade contume- 
lious treatment. The reference is more pointed. Bloomfield, 
preceded by the Syriac, on the other hand, presses too hard 
upon the clause when he understands it as signifying “ remit- 
ting the threatened punishment,” and he bases his opinions 
upon two passages from Xenophon and Plutarch which call a 
menaced penalty, or the thing threatened, a threatening. The 
former of: these two interpretations is forbidden by the use of 
the article. But, alas! threatening has always been the special 
characteristic and weapon of slave-owners. ’Azretd7 is a feature 
of mastership so well known, that the apostle defines it as 
% amesn—that system of threatening which was a prevalent 
and familiar feature of slavery. Now, however, not only was 
no unjust and cruel punishment to be inflicted, but even 
“threatening” was to be spared. The apostle hits upon a 
vice which specially marks the slave-holder; his prime instru- 
ment of instigation to labour is menace. The slave is too 
often driven on to his toil by truculent looks, and words and 
acts of threatening ; and, by the sight of the scourge and the 
imitated application of it, he is ever reminded of what awaits 
him if his task be not accomplished. Masters were not merely 
to modify this procedure, but they were at once to give it up. 
The Lex Petronia had already forbidden a master on his own 
responsibility to throw a slave to the wild beasts, but no statute 
ever forbade “ threatening.” Homines tamen esse memento— 
“remember your slaves are men,” says Cato; but Lactantius 
goes further, and adds what Cato’s pen would have shrunk 
from—eos et habemus et dicimus spiritu fratres religione con- 
servos. And this is the motive— ; 

eidores STL Kai adTav Kat budy 6 Kupus éotw év odpavois 
culture of their minds, and for attendance on the worship of God; that we set before 
them a virtuous example, instil into them useful principles, warn them against 
wickedness of every kind, especially against the sin which most easily besets them; 
that we afford them opportunity for reading and private devotion, and furnish them 
with the necessary means of learning the way of salvation; that we attend to the 
preservation of their health, and have compassion on them in sickness; and, in a 


word, that we contribute all proper assistance to render them useful, virtuous, and 
happy.”—Lathrop, Discourses on the Ephesians, p. 588, Worcester, U.S., 1810. 
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—“ knowing, as ye know, that both their and your Master 
is in heaven.” This reading has A, B, D', many minuscules, 
with the Vulgate, Gothic, Coptic, Clement, and Jerome in its 
favour, while F and G read adraév tudy, and L has tuev 
kat adrav. The readings have arisen from homoioteleuton 
and other causes. The Master in heaven is your Judge 
and theirs equally, and you and they are alike responsible 
to Him. Such an idea and prospect lodged in the mind of 
a Christian master would have a tendency to curb all capri- 
cious and harsh usage, and lead him to feel that really and 
spiritually he and his serfs were on a level, and that all this 
difference of social rank belonged but to an external and tem- 
porary institution. Could he either threaten or scourge a 
Christian brother with whom but the day before, and at the 
Lord’s table, he had eaten of the one bread and drunks of the 
one sacramental cup? . 
Kab wpocwmoAnprpla ovx éott tap adra—“ and there is no 
respect of persons with Him;” “and the takynge of persouns 
is not anentis God.” Wycklif. This compound substantive 
is imitated from the Hebrew idiom—oy» xm. In the New 
Testament the word is always used with a bad sense. Matt. 
xxli. 16; Mark xii. 14; James ii. 1, &c. The divine Master 
who bought them with His blood has no partialities. Strictest 
equity characterizes His judgment. Difference of worldly 
station has no influence with Him, but bond and free have 
a perfect parity before Him. The gold ring of the master 
does not attract His eye, and it is not averted from the iron 
fetter of the slave. Slaves may be denied justice in earthly 
courts; the law may, @ priort, injure the bondman by acting 
upon the presumption that he is in the wrong, and his evidence 
may be legally refused as unworthy of credit: but there is a 
tribunal above, where the servant shall have equal position 
with his lord, and where the sentence pronounced shall be 
devoid of all that one-sidedness which has too often disgraced 
the judicial bench in matters between a master and his slaves. 
(Ver. 10.) To Aosrov, aderho! wou—“ In conclusion, my 
brethren ”—a reading of far higher authority than tod Aourod, 
adopted by Lachmann after A and B, and meaning —“ hence- 


forward.” Madvig, § 66. It is as if he said, What remains 
2 i 
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for me to tell you but this? The address, ddeAdoé pov, of the 
Received Text is omitted by Tischendorf and Lachmann—an 
omission which the majority of modern expositors approve. 
The words are not found in B, D, E, and several of the 
patristic writers. They seem: to have been introduced from 
other passages where they occur in connection with rd Novmov. 
2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Thess. 
iii. 1. Olshausen says, that the apostle never in this epistle — 
addresses his reader by such an appellation as ade ¢oi, though 
as an epithet it occurs in the 23rd verse of this chapter. 

The apostle now represents the church as engaged in 
an active warfare with the powers and principles of evil. 
Olshausen suggests that his residence in the Pretorium at 
Rome, where the equipment. and discipline of soldiers were a 
daily spectacle, may have originated the allegory. Similar 
allusions are found in Isa. xi. 5, lix. 17; Ps. xviii. and 
exliv.; 2 Cor. x.4; 1 Thess. v. 8. The primary charge to 
the spiritual militia is— 

évduvapodabe év Kupio cat év T@ xpdrer Tis iaxtos ab’tob— 
“ be strengthened in the Lord and in the power of His might.” 
The verb is passive, not middle, as some suppose. It is a 
word peculiar to the Alexandrian Greek, and occurs in the 
Septuagint, Ps. lii. 7, and in Acts ix 22; Rom. iv. 20; 2 Tim. 
ii. 1; Heb. xi. 834. “In the Lord,” or in union with Him, is 
this strengthening to be enjoyed. The nouns of the last 
clause have been explained under i. 19. Comp. Phil. ii. 13, 
iv. 13. The second clause—«xai—further points out or explains 
the special blessings which result to the Christian warrior 
from his union with Jesus—he is strengthened in “ the power 
of His might.” This command is one of primary necessity. 
No matter what armour is provided, how finely tempered, 
how highly polished, or how closely fitted it may be, if there 
be no strength in the heart—if the man have merely the dress 
of a soldier, with the spirit of a poltroon. And the valour is 
spiritual, as is the armour; for physical courage and intellectual 
prowess are often, alas! allied to spiritual cowardice. More- 
over, soldiers have an invincible courage when they have con- 
fidence in the skill and bravery of their leader; and the power 
of His might, in which they are strong, has proved its vigour 
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in routing the same foes which they are summoned to encoun- 
ter. As the Captain of salvation, “ He spoiled principalities 
and powers, and triumphed over them.” The order to the 
spiritual host is now given, as if with the stirring peal of a 
trumpet— 

(Ver. 11.) ’Evddcacbe tHv mavordlay tod Ocod— Put on 
the panoply of God.” Stier regards the rest of this clause 
and. that of the preceding verse as identical in inner meaning. 
The sense cannot indeed be very different, though the image 
before us is distinct—first, strength or courage, and then pre- 
paration in that strength to meet the enemy. IlavomAla is 
complete armour, as the name implies. Luke xi. 22. It is also 
found in the Septuagint (2 Sam. ii. 21; Job xxxix. 20), and in 
2 Mace. ili. 25; Jud. xiv. 3. It denotes full armour, and not 
simply, as some erroneously suppose, “the equipment” of God. 
The specification of the pieces of armour proves that Paul 
meant panoply in its literal sense. In fact, as Meyer remarks, 
on this word lies the emphasis, and not on tod @eod, as Har- 
less erroneously supposes. Did the emphasis lie on rod @eod, 
it might imply that other armour than this might be used in 
the combat. But the strength of the charge is—Do not enter 
into battle with such adversaries naked and defenceless, but take 
to you armour. Do not cover one portion and leave another 
exposed; do not assume the cuirass and neglect the helmet ; 
but put on “the whole armour.” Do not resort to any arsenal 
of your own, for its armour is weak and useless; but. put on 
the whole armour of God. “ And furthermore, we must neuer 
leaue these armours as long as we be in thys worlde, for we 
shall alwayis haue batayle.” Taverner’s Postils, p. 495; ed. 
Oxford, 1841. The genitive, @eod, is that of origination: God 
provides the armour. Winer, § 30. It cannot mean, as Anselm 
dreams, such armour as God uses. Tach of its pieces—its 
girdle, breastplate, boots, shield, helmet,:and sword—is fur- 
nished by Him. It is armour forged on no earthly anvil, and 
tempered by no human. skill. See Winer’s Realwért; Kitto’s 
Cyclopedia; Smith’s Dictionary, sub voce. 

mpos TO Svvacbat buds oTivat mpds Tas pweOodcias Tod Sia~ 
Porxov—“ in order that ye may be able to stand against the 
stratagems of the devil.” The reading weBodias has. good 
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authority, A, B, D', E, G, K, L. Winer, § 5, 4. The 
first apos indicates purpose (Winer, § 49, h); but orfvas 
ampds is, in military phrase, to stand in front of, with the 
view of opposing. Kypke (ii. 301) illustrates the phrase from 
Polybius, iv. 61, and Antoninus, lib. vi.§ 41. Loesner, Obser- 
vat, p. 847. Winer, § 49, h. Xenophon makes this contrast 
—ovkérs toravrat, Gra debyouor. De Expeditione Cyri, i. 
10, 1. The plural peOodeias seems to denote instances of 
the abstract singular—Ausdruck Mannichfaltiger Arten und 
Fille—of which usage Bernhardy gives examples, p. 62. 
MeOodeéa has been explained under iv. 14, and didBoros has 
‘been considered under iv. 27. The great enemy of man, a 
veteran fierce and malignant, has a method of warfare peculiar - 
to himself, for it consists of “wiles.” His battles are the 
rush of a sudden ambuscade. He fights not on a pitched 
field, but by sudden assault and secret and cunning onslaught. 
Vigilance, self-possession, and promptitude are therefore indis- 
pensable to meet him: and as his aim is to throw his opponents 
off their guard and then to surprise them, so there is need to 
be ever clothed in this complete armour of God. His “wiles” 
are seen in unsettling the mind of Eve by representing God as 
jealous of the first man and woman; in stirring up the war- 
like aspirations of David to take a military census and force 
a conscription as the basis of a standing army; in inflam- 
ing the avaricious and sordid spirit of Judas; and in his 
assaults on our Lord by an appeal to appetite, piety, and 
ambition. 

(Ver. 12.) "Ore ode éorw juiv 4) wddn pds aiwa Kal cdpKa 
—" For our struggle is not against flesh and blood.” The 
reading duty, commended by Griesbach, and adopted by 
Lachmann, Riickert, and Olshausen, has the authority of B, 
D', F, G, but sé is supported by the preponderant authority 
of A, D’, E, K, L, &c., with other concurrent witnesses. 
Olshausen’s argument for #uzv proves the reverse of his posi- 
tion, for the temptation was to alter juiv to div, since the 
rest of the paragraph is delivered in the second person. The 
idea of a necessary combat on the part of man with evil of 
all kinds around him, is so natural, that we find it under 
various representations in classical writers. Homer, Z/. xx. 47, 
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and especially Plato, De Leg. x. 906. This latter passage 
is regarded by some of the Fathers as parallel to the one 
before us (Clemens Alex. Strom., 593; Eusebius, Hwang. 
Prep. xi. 26), and as an echo from some old oracle of the 
Jewish scriptures. 

The apostle has just spoken of the wiles of the devil, and 
he justifies the statement now—671—“ because.” The article is 
prefixed to mdédm, not simply because the contest is already 
supposed in the preceding verse, but because it is the one con- 
test in which each must engage—a contest of life and death. 
The noun addy occurs only here, and is not used by the 
Seventy. It signifies a personal encounter, and is rendered 
colluctatio in the Vulgate. The phrase “flesh and blood” 
denotes humanity, viewed in its palpable characteristics, and 
as opposed to such spiritual and uncompounded natures as the 
apostle describes in the following clauses, The terms do not 
point out humanity in its sinful or fallen state, but only in its 
ordinary and organized form. Matt. xvi. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 50; 
Gal. i. 16. The conflict which the apostle describes is no 
equal one with humanity, no wrestling on equal terms of pot- 
sherd with potsherd; and man being placed at this terrible 
disadvantage, there is therefore all the more need of the pano- 
‘ply of God. The common notion, adopted also by Stier, 
Passavant, and Burton, that the apostle means to say that we 
wrestle not only with the evil of human corruption, but against 
superhuman adversaries, cannot be sustained. Yet Bloomfield 
and Trollope without hesitation supply wovov. Our struggle 
is not against flesh and blood— 

GNA Tpos Tas apyds, mpos Tas éLovcias— but against 
principalities, against powers.” The combat is with spirits, 
and those of high rank and position. It has been remarked 
by Meyer and De Wette, that ov . . . ddAd does not mean 
non tam, non tantum, for the apostle excludes flesh and blood 
from the lists altogether: the combat is only with principali- 
ties and with powers. Winer, § 55, 8; Klotz-Devarius, 
vol. 11.9, The two substantives are explained under i, 21. 
The terms there employed to denote the good are here used 
to denote the evil chiefs. The apostle therefore refers to fallen 
spirits, who once occupied positions of rank and prerogative 
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in heaven, and may still retain a similar place among the 
hosts of apostate angels. It is no vulgar herd of fiends we 
encounter, but such of them as are darkly eminent in place 
and dignity. For we fight— 

Mpos TOUS Koo LoKpaTOpas TOD oKdTOUS ToUTov— against the 
world-rulers of this darkness.” The Received Text interposes 
tod aidvos before rovrov, but without valid proof. The words 
are wanting in A, B, D4, F, G, and in many versions and 
Fathers, though they are found in D’, E, K, L. It is wrong 
on the part of Harless to sink the meaning of xoopos by 
explaining the compound term as meaning only rulers. When — 
applied to earthly sovereigns, it is always to those of most 
extensive sway, who were supposed to have the world under 
control—munditenentes. Tertullian. The strong term denotes 
world-lords, and is so far equivalent to 6 dpywv tod Koopou 
tovrov in John xii. 31; xiv. 30; xvi. 11; and 6 eds rod 
ai@vos rovrou in 2 Cor. iv. 4, The rabbins have also adopted 
the word—rwyinip. See also 1 John v.19. What influence 
is ascribed in these texts to Satan, is here ascribed to others of 
his unholy associates or subjects. These evil spirits, who are 
our wary and vengeful antagonists, have acquired a special 
dominion on earth, out of which they are loath to be dis- 
lodged. “ This darkness” is that spiritual obscurity which so 
painfully environs the church—that zone which surrounds an 
unbelieving world with an ominous and lowering shadow. 
The moral obscurity of paganism and impiety is fitly presided 
over by beings congenial in gloom and guilt. See ii. 25 v. 8; 
Acts xxvi. 18. The darkness, as Chrysostom says, is not 
that of the night, but ris wovnpias. It is plain that fallen 
spirits have a vast and mysterious agency in the world, and 
that in many ways inscrutable to man they lord it over ungod- 
liness—shaping, deepening, or prolonging the means and 
methods of spiritual subjugation. Not, says Theophylact, 
as if they were lords of the creature, but only of the world of 
sin—of such as voluntarily submit to. them—av@atpérws brro- 
Sovrobévrwv ; not, says Theodoret, as if God gave them such 
government—ovy os rapa Tod Deod tiv apyny SeEapévors. 
This dark spirit-world is anxious to possess and maintain 
supremacy, and therefore Christians must wage incessant war- 
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fare with it. The term xoopoxpdrwp is used by Irenus as 
synonymous with the devil—ésdGonrov, dv nal Koop. Kadovot. 
Contra Hereses, lib. i. cap. v. p. 64; ed. Stieren, Lipsiae, 
1848-52. The same idea pervaded the demonology of the 
later Judaism, as Schoettgen (Hore Hebr. p. 790), Buxtorf 
(Lexicon Talmud. p. 2006), and Wetstein (in loc.) abundantly 
prove. Elsner has also produced similar language and epithets 
from the “ Testament of Solomon” and Jamblichus “ on the 
Egyptian Mysteries.” Observat. p. 229. Not that the apostle 
fancifully adopted either their nomenclature or their notions, 
but these citations prove that the inspired language was well 
understood and recognized in the Eastern world, __ | 

TMpos TH MvevpaTiKa THS wovnplas év Tols émoupaviow— 
“ against the spirits” or “ spiritual bands of evil, in heavenly 
places.” Our English version, preceded by Erasmus, Zegerus, 
and a-Lapide, renders “ spiritual wickednesses ’’—spirituales 
nequitie. Adopting such a meaning of the adjective, the 
sense, a8 Meyer suggests, would be, the spiritual elements or 
aspects of evil. But the following genitive shows that the 
preceding adjective has the form of a substantive, and here of 
a collective noun. Winer compares rvevparixa with daspona, 
which is. really an adjective (§ 34, note 3). So we have 7d 
immexoy—the cavalry. Rev. ix. 16. Other critics compare 
va Satpmovua to the ta AnoTpixd—band of robbers, Polyznus, 
Strat. v. 143 76 aodwrixov, Herodot. vii. 103; ra vavrixd, 
&c. Kiihner, § 474, 6, § 479, 8; Bernhardy, p. 326; Winer, 
§ 34, 3; Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 378. The genitive will then 
be that of character or quality—the spiritual cohorts of evil. 
Scheuerlein, p.115. Their nature is evil, their commission is 
evil, their work is evil. Evil and evil only are they, alike 
in essence and operation. ‘This interpretation has the con- 
currence of Harless, Meyer, Olshausen, Meier, Matthies, Stier, 
Ellicott, and the Greek fathers Gicumenius and Theophylact. 
. The five-fold repetition of mwpés adds intensity to the senti- 
ment, which displays the emphatic vehemence of martial 
excitement. Not only is mpés repeated, but the usual cai 
is omitted. The verse is thus a species of asyndeton, in 
which each clause as it is dwelt upon and individualized, 
stands out as a vivid, independent thought. Winer, § 50, 7. 
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To rouse up the Christian soldiery, the apostle brings out into 
bold relief the terrible foes which they are summoned to 
encounter. As to their position, they are no subalterns, but 
foes of mighty rank, the nobility and chieftains of the fallen 
spirit-world; as to their office, their domain is “this dark- 
ness”’ in which they exercise imperial sway; as to their 
essence, they are not encumbered with an animal frame, but 
are “spirits;”’ and as to their character, they are “ evil ”— 
their appetite for evil only exceeds their capacity for pro- 
ducing it. 

év Tols érrovpaviows— in the heavenly places.” See under 
i. 3, 20, ii. 6, iii. 10. It needs scarcely be remarked—1. That 
the exegesis which makes 1a ézrovpavia signify heavenly 
things cannot be borne out, but is wholly against the idiom of 
the epistle. See under i. 3. Yet this false meaning is adhered 
to in this place by Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Cicumenius, 
by Cajetan, Heinsius, Glassius, Rosenmiiller, and Tyndale, 
who renders — “against spretuall wickednes for hevenly 
thinges,” giving év an unsustainable signification. 2. We 
need not stay to refute the notion of those who, like Schoett- 
gen, Wilke, Crellius, Van Til, Brennius, and the editors 
of the “Improved Version,” think the apostle means, in 
whole or in part, in this verse to describe bad men of station 
and influence, like the Jewish rabbinical doctors, or provincial 
Gentile governors. The meaning of the phrase depends on 
the connection assigned it:—1. The phrase may describe the 
scene of combat. To sustain this interpretation, there is no 
necessity either, with Augustine, to join the words to piv, or 
to connect them with aan}, as is done by Riickert, Matthies, 
and Baumgarten-Crusius, for perhaps they.are too remote in 
position. Or, 2, ra ézrovpavia may mean the seat of these 
evil spirits. This view is maintained by no less names than 
Jerome, who adds—hecc autem omnium doctorum opinio est; by. 
Ambrosiaster, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, 
Hammond, Meier, Holzhausen, Meyer, Olshausen, Harless, 
De Weitte, Ellicott, and Alford. See Photius, Quest. Amphi- 
loch. p. 94; Petavius, Dogmata Theol. lib. iii. c. iv. But 
Jerome says—non quo demones in ceelestibus commorentur, sed 
quo supra nos aér hee nomen accepertt. But the “heavenly 
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places” have been referred to by the apostle as the scenes of 
divine blessing, of Christ’s exaltation, of His people’s eleva- 
tion, and as the region of unfallen and pure intelligences, and 
how can they be here the seat or abode of impure fiends ? 
The first opinion does not, as Alford hints, stultify itself; for 
the scene of warfare may be different from the scene of proper 
residence. His view is, in effect at least, coincident with ours 
—the place of abode becomes the place of combat. Nor is 
there any proof that 7a évrovpavia means heaven, in the sense 
of the air or atmosphere. None of the other clauses in which 
the phrase occurs can bear such a signification, and yet 
such is the sense put upon the words by the majority of 
those whom we have quoted. Allioli renders—in der Luft. 
(Consult what is said under ii. 2, as to the meaning of dip.) 
Ta érrovpavia are the celestial spots occupied by the church ; 
(i. 3, ii. 6;) and in them this combat is to be maintained. 
Those evil spirits have invaded the church, are attempting 
to pollute, divide, secularize, and overthrow it; are con- 
tinually tempting its members to sin and apostasy; are 
ever warring against goodness and obstructing its progress 5 
and therefore believers must encounter them and fight them 
“in the heavenly places.” Such appears to us to be the 
plain allusion of the apostle, and the exegesis is not beset 
either with grammatical or theological difficulty. Still the. 
subject is one of mystery, and we dare not definitely pronounce 
on the express meaning of the terms employed. 

Our translators felt a dilemma here, and shrank from the 
same right rendering which they had given in the other verses 
where the phrase occurred. Under the same perplexity, some 
have proposed to read dzrovpaviow, for which unwarranted 
emendation Erasmus and Beza had a kindly preference ; and 
the version of Luther is—unter dem Himmel. The Syriac 
also renders LaSo.e@ Aw »2.2—“ under heaven.” The 


1 The following is the description of Prudentius, in his Hamartigenia:— 


~ “Non mentem sua membra premunt, nec terrea virtus 
Oppugnat sensus liquidos, bellove lacessit : 
Sed cum spiritibus tenebrosis nocte dieque 
Congredimur, quorum dominatibus humidus iste, 
Et pigris densus nebulis obtemperat aér. 
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perplexity was felt to be so great, that no less a scholar than 
Daniel Heinsius actually proposes the desperate shift of trans- 
posing the words év rots éroupaviots to the beginning of the 
verse, and making out this sense—“ in heavenly things our 
contest is not with flesh and blood.” Hzwercitat. Sac. p. 472. 
Neither of the renderings of Storr can be sustained—gut in 
caslo fuere, or gut caelestes origine sunt. Opuscula, i. p. 179; 
Observat. p. 174. The opinions of Locke and Doddridge are 
erroneous. The former renders—“ the spiritual managers of 
the opposition to the kingdom of God;” and the latter— 
“spirits who became authors and abettors of wickedness even 
while they abode in heavenly places.” . Hofmann generalizes, 
or as Meyer says, rationalizes the. phrase in saying—that it 
refers not to place—that evil spirits are not confined to this or 
that locality of this earthly world—sondern dieselbe tiberwalten, 
wie der Himmel die Erde umspannt. Schriftb. 1. p. 455. Not 
much different from the view of Doddridge is that of Cocceius 
and Calovius, who join zovypias closely with the phrase— 
“ spirits who do evil in the heavenlies.”” The exegesis of 
Peile is as arbitrary as any of these— wickedness exhibited 
in spiritual beings who kept not their first estate, their right- . 
eous principality in the centre of heaven.” 

(Ver. 13.) Asad troito dvadaBere tHv TwavorAlay Tod Oecot— 
‘Wherefore take up the panoply of God.” “ Wherefore,” 
the foes being so formidable in power, operation, and nature, 
what need is there not to be fully protected with this complete 
and divine suit of mail? The charge is repeated from ver. 11, 
and the words employed are the usual military phraseology, 
as is shown by the illustrations of Elsner, Kypke, and Wet- 
stein. Thus, Deut. i. 41—dvaraBdvtes éxaatos Ta oKevn Ta 
qoneLiKa avtod; Jer. xxvi. 3; 2 Mace. x. 21. 

iva SuvnOiire dvticthvay év. Th Hepa TH Tovnpa— that ye 
may be able to withstand in the evil day.” The soldier is 

Scilicet hoc medium, coelum inter et infima terre, 
Quod patet ac vacuo nubes suspendit hiatu, 
Frena potestatum variarum sustinet, ac sub 
Principe Belial rectoribus horret iniquis. 

His colluctamur predonibus; ut sacra nobis 


Oris Apostolici testis sententia prodit.” 
—Opera, vol. i. p. 578. Lon. 1824. 
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equipped. for the purpose of defending himself and opposing 
the enemy. The Christian armour is not worn for idle parade, 
or as holiday attire. The enemy must be encountered. But 
what is meant by “the evil day?’ Similar phraseology is 
found (Ps. xli. 1, xlix. 5) in the Septuagint version. If we 
preserve the spirit of the imagery, we should at. once be led to 
conclude that it was the day of battle, or, as Theodoret calls 
it—tijs mapard&ews. That is an evil day; for it may lead 
to wounds, thongh it does not destroy life. It is not spe- 
cially and of necessity the day of death, as Schmid supposes, 
though it may be, and has often proved so. Nor is it every 
day of our life, as Chrysostom, Cicumenius, and Jerome 
understand it—rdv mapovra Biov — for there may be many 
a lull during a campaign, and there may be a long cam- 
paign ere a decisive battle be fought. Our view is that of 
most modern commentators, with the exception of Koppe and 
Meyer, who suppose Paul to refer to some future and terrible 
outbreak of Satan before the expected advent of Christ, which 
the apostle thought to be near at hand. Such is also the 
view of Usteri. Paulin. Lehrbeg., p. 341. But there can be no 
allusion to such a prospect in the verse before us. The evil 
day is that of resolute Satanic assault; “evil”—on account 
of the probability, or even possibility of the sad consequences 
which failure or unpreparedness so often involves—damaged 
reputation, impaired usefulness, and the bitter regrets and 
memories of subsequent years. ‘T’o how many has it been an 
evil day? Did not our Lord bid us pray, “Lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver us from evil?” 

kal dtrayra Karepyacdpevot orfvar— and having done all 
to stand.” Two distinct interpretations have been given of 
the deponent middle participle catepyacdpevot:—I1. Some give 
it this sense, “having subdued or overcome all,” as in the 
margin of our English bibles. This is the exegesis of Cicu- 
menius and Theophylact, the former of whom expressly says 
that xarepyaodmevor is used for catamoNeujcavres. The view 
of these Greek critics is followed not only by Beza, Grotius, 
and Wetstein, but also by Harless, Olshausen, Riickert, Cony- 
beare, and De Wette. There is no doubt that the verb does 
bear such a meaning among the classical writers; but though 
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the word occurs often, there is no instance of such a sense in 
the New Testament. Raphelius, zn loc. ; Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
i, p. 107. Why then should this place be an exception? 

2. Others, therefore, prefer the signification “ having done 
or accomplished all,” that is, not simply “having made all 
necessary preparation,” as the Syriac, Morus, and Bengel too 
narrowly take it; but having done everything which the 
crisis demanded, in order to quell the foe and maintain their 
position. This preferable exegesis is supported by Erasmus, 
Bucer, Meier, Meyer, and Baumgarten-Crusius. Now, not to 
say that the neuter davra is against the former view, and 
more in accordance with the second, which refers it not to 
enemies, where we would have expected another gender, but 
to the general elements of military duty, we may add, in 
contradiction of Harless, that the spirit of the context is also 
in favour of the last exegesis. For, 1. the apostle proceeds to 
arm the Christian soldier, and it is not natural to suppose that 
he speaks of victory prior to equipment and battle. 2. The 
verb orfvat cannot be supposed to have a different significa- 
tion from what it has in ver. 11. . If the first opinion be 
adopted, “ having vanquished all your enemies, to stand,” then 
orhvat would denote to stand victorious; or, as Luther has it, 
das Feld behalten—“ to keep the field.” Now this is changing 
the meaning of the verse, for it signifies in verses 11 and 14- 
to stand, not when the combat is over, but to stand with the 
front to the foe, in the very attitude of resistance and self- 
defence, or in expectation of immediate assault. 3. The 
clause appears to be explained by the succeeding verses ; 
“ Stand therefore” (ver. 14) with girdle, cuirass,’ sandals, 
shield, helmet, and sword, ever praying. ‘The rendering of 
the Vulgate—in omnibus perfecti—is a deviation, probably 
borrowed from. such a reading as Codex A presents—xarewp- 
yaopévot. Jerome has omnia operati. 

(Ver. 14.) This warlike picture of the apostle is to be taken 
in its general aspect. It is useless, on the one. hand, to seek 
out the minutize of far-fetched resemblances, as is done by some 
foreign divines, and by Gurnall (Christian in Complete Armour, 
fol. Glasgow, 1763) and Arrowsmith (Tactiea Sacra, Ato, 
1657) and more elaborately learned than either, Lydius in his 
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Syntagma sacrum de re militart, ed. Van Til, 1698, Dordraci. 
All that we can affirm is, that certain spiritual acquisitions or 
gifts endow us with peculiar powers of self-protection, and 
that these graces, in their mode and province of operation, 
bear some similitude to certain pieces of ancient armour. So 
that it is an error, on the other hand, to imagine that the 
apostle selects at random some graces, and compares them to 
portions of military harness. 1t is probably to the armour of 
a Roman soldier that the apostle refers, the fullest account of 
which may be found in Lipsius (De Mit. Roman., ed. Plant. 
1614) and Vegetius (Epitome Institutorum Ret Militaris, ed. 
Schwebel, Bipont, 1806), or in Polybius, lib. vi. 20; Martial, 
ix. 57. See Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, sub voce Arms. 
The apostle’s account, as. has been remarked, coincides with 
the figures sculptured on the arch of Severus. First, there 
are three pieces of iron armour—armour fitted on to the body 
—girdle, breastplate, and shoes ; thus— . 

oThre oby tepilwoduevor tiv dodiv tuav év addnbela— 
“stand therefore, having girt about your loins with truth.” 
Isa. xi. 5; Dan. x. 5. The aorist participles precede in point 
of time the verb. “Ey is instrumental. The allusion is to the 
ancient military belt or girdle, which was often highly orna- 
mented with lamin and clasps of gold and silver, and used 
occasionally, when thrown over the shoulder, to support the 
sword or quiver. This zone is formed of truth, not objective 
truth, as Harless believes, for that is declared to be the sword ; 
but, as the article is wanting, of subjective truth—truthfulness. 
It is not simply integrity or sincerity, but the assured convic- 
tion that you believe, and that it is God’s truth you believe. 
Such a sincere persuasion binds tightly the other pieces of 
armour; and “ trussing up his loins” gives the combatant 
alertness and buoyancy in the battle, enabling him to “ endure 
hardness as a good soldier of Christ.’ He feels supported 
and braced by his conscious knowledge and reception of the 
truth. Harless errs in supposing the baldric to be a mere 
ornament, for the ungirded soldier had not done all to qualify 
him for the fight—is not fully prepared for it. Giotius says 
—veritas adstringit hominem, mendaciorum magna est laaitas. 
1 Sam. xxv, 13; Ps, xviii. 32, xlyv. 4. 
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ral evdvadpevor Tov Odpaxa Tis Sixavoodyns— and having 
put on the breastplate of righteousness.” The genitive 4s 
that of apposition, and the article before it may be that of 
correlation, though we incline to give it a more distinctive 
meaning. Isa. xi. 5, lix. 17. The breastplate, as its name 
implies, covered and protected the chest. It was sometimes 
formed of linen or plates of horn, but usually of metallic scales _ 
or feathers. Pliny, Hist. Natur. xxxiii. 54. Roman soldiers 
wore chain mail, that is, hauberks or habergeons— 


“‘Loricam consertam hamis, auroque trilicem.” 


But sometimes the breastplate was made of two’ pieces of 
leather or bronze, which fitted to the person, and were united 
by hinges or fastened by buckles. Smith’s Dictionary of 
Greek and Roman Antiquities, p. 576. The righteousness 
which forms this capSiof0Aa€ is, according to Meyer, Fergus- 
son, Olshausen, Holzhausen, and Meier, moral rectitude, or, 
as Ellicott says, “ the righteousness which is the result of the 
renovation of the heart by the Holy Spirit;” and, according 
to Baumgarten-Crusius, the conscious possession of it. The 
article before dSicavoovvn has a special prominence, and we are 
inclined with Harless, De Wette, Matthies, and Winzer (Pjinst- 
programm, tiber Ephes. vi. 10, 17, Leipz. 1840), to understand 
it as the righteousness of God, or of faith, or as “justification 
by the blood of the cross,” three scriptural phrases meaning 
in general one and the same thing. What Christian can boast 
of entire rectitude, or use as his defence what Turner unhap- 
pily calls “his own righteousness ’’—nil conscire sibi, nulla 
pallescere culpa? But when the justifying righteousness of 
Christ is assumed as a breastplate by sinners, they can defy 
the assaults of the tempter. ‘T’o every insinuation that they 
are so-vile, guilty, worthless, and perverse—so beset with sin 
and under such wrath that God will repulse them—they 
oppose the free and perfect righteousness of their Redeemer, 
which is “upon them.” Rom. iti. 22. So that the dart thrown 
at them only rings against such a cuirass, and falls blunted to 
the earth. co. a 

(Ver. 15.) Kal trrodycdpevos tovs modas év érorpacia. tod 
evayyediou tis elpnyns—“ And having shod your feet with 
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the preparedness of the gospel of peace.” Isa. iii. 7. The 
usage of such an accusative following the verb may be seen in 
Buttmann (§ 135, 3), though oftener the sandal itself is put 
in the accusative. ‘The last genitive is that of contents (Bern- 
hardy, p. 16) and the one before it that of source, that is, the 
preparedness is from the gospel, and that gospel has peace for 
its substance. ‘The reference is not to greaves, which were a 
kind of military leggings, but to the—poxvnuides— calige or 
sandals, which were worn by the ancient warriors, and the 
soles of which were thickly studded with hobnails. Byneeus, 
de Calcibus, Dordraci, 1715. The military sandal of this 
spiritual host “is the preparation of the gospel of peace ;” 
Wyckliffe—“in makynge redi.” The preposition év is instru- . 
mental or quasi-local, and éro:wacla is represented as forming 
the sandals. So that there is error on the part of Erasmus, 
who renders—parati ad evangelium. The noun éroiwacia 
has in the Septuagint an active meaning, as—els érocwaciay 
tpodjs— Wisdom xiii. 12; also an intransitive meaning — 
readiness or preparedness —irrrovs eis érotaciay tuiv mapéyew 
—Josephus, Antig. x. 1, 2; and still in a more spiritual 
sense, Ps, x. 17—riv érouwaclay ris xapdias. The term is 
sometimes employed in the Septuagint as the representative 
of the Hebrew yyy, as in Ps. lxxxix. 14, where it is said to 
mean foundation, and therefore Beza, Wolf, Bengel, Koppe, 
and Flatt, take the word in such a sense here—the firm basis 
of the gospel of peace. Ezra ii. 68; Dan. xi. 7. The figure 
1s not appropriate; it might apply, indeed, to the road on 
which they were to march, but not to their boots. The feet 
were to be shod “with preparedness.”’ ‘The feet in fighting 
are so protected or cased. The feet, too, are the instruments, 
and therefore the appropriate symbols of motion. The 
Christian warrior must move as the battle shifts; his career 
is indeed but a battle and a march, and a march and a. battle. 
And whence is this promptitude to be derived? From “ the 
gospel of peace””—or peace the substance of the gospel, the 
same gospel which was called i. 13—the gospel tijs cwrnpias. 
For the possession of peace with God creates blessed serenity 
of heart, and confers upon the mind peculiar and continuous 
preparedness of action and movement. There is nothing to 
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disconcert or perplex it, or divide and retard its energies. 
Consequently it is an error on the part of many expositors, 
from Chrysostom down to Conybeare, to represent the meaning 
thus—“ preparation to preach or publish the gospel of peace,”’ 
for it is of defensive armour alone the apostle is now speaking. 
_ (Ver. 16.) "Emi waow dvaraBovres tov Oupedy ris rrictews 
—Tn addition to all taking up the shield of faith’’—the geni- 
tive being that of apposition. Lachmann, almost on the single 
authority of B, reads év maow, which might justify Jerome’s 
rendering—in omni opere. Some, such as Luther, Beza, and 
Bengel, give the words the sense “above all,” or “especially,” 
“above all things,” as if the most important piece of armour 
were now to be specified. The Gothic has “ ufar all.” But 
the meaning is simply “in addition to all.” Luke iii. 20; 
Winer, § 48, c. And the construction is changed. The pieces 
of armour already mentioned being fitted on to the body and 
fastened to it, each by appropriate mechanism, have each its 
characteristic verb—rrepifwodpevon, évdvodpevot, bTrodynodpevor; 
but shield, helmet, and sword need no such special fastening, 
for they are simply taken up or assumed, and therefore they. 
are joined to the one general participle, dvadaPovres, and the 
verb dé£ac0e. Oupeov—scutum—a word of the later Greek,} 
denotes, as the name implies, a large door-like shield, differing 
in form and especially in size from the domis—clypeus—and 
was, according to Polybius, two feet and a-half broad and 
four feet long—rd mAdros . . mévO jywrrodiwy, Td 88 pfjKos, 
modov tertdpov. Polybius, lib. vi. cap. 20, 23. The shield - 
preserved the soldier from being struck, and his armour, too, 
from being hacked or notched. Such a large and powerful 
shield is faith—that unwavering confidence in God and His 
grace which guards the mind from aberration and despondency, 
and easily wards off'such assaults as are made upon it. 1 John 
vy. 4,5. The special value and purpose of the shield are then 
described — 
év @ Surjaeabe mdvTa Ta Bernt Tod Tovnpod Ta TeTupwpmeva 
oBécar— in,” or, “with which ye shall be able to quench all 


1 Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 366. He quotes Homer, who uses the term for the 
strong door of a cave, adding, that it means a shield, but not among approved or 
old authors, 


EPHES{ANS VI. 16. A481 


‘the fiery darts of the wicked one.” The article 7d before 
wemvpwyéva is not found in B, D,, F, G, and is rejected by 
Lachmann, but probably without sufficient authority. It 
seems to imply that the devil throws other darts besides those 
so specified. ‘O qovypds is “ the wicked one,’’ either in proper 
person or as leader and representative of the foes so vividly 
described in ver. 12, 2 Thess. iii. 8; Matt. vi. 13; John xvii- 
15; 1 John v.18. In the phrase ra Bédy Ta werupwpéva, 
there is a reference to.a species of missile which was tipped or 
armed with some combustible material. Ps. vii. 13; Lipsius, 
de Milt. Roman. p. 106; Alberti, Odservat. Philol. in toc. 
This malleolus resembled a hammer, as its name imports. 
The inflammatory substances were compressed into its trans- 
verse portion or head, and this being ignited, the mallet was 
thrown among the enemy. References to such weapons are 
found in Herodotus, Lib. viii. 52; Arrian, Alexan. Haped. ii, 
18; Thucydides ii. 75; Smith’s Dictionary of Greek and 
Latin Antiquities, sub voce—Malleolus ; Winer, Art. Bogen ; 
and other ancient writers. Thucydides calls these shafts rup- 
gopoe dioroi; and Apollodorus gives them the same name 
as the apostle. Bibl. ii. 4. See also Livy, lib. xii. c 8; 
Ammianus Marcellinus, 23,4. The Coptic version reads 
E022 09, —“ filled” with fire. These blazing arrows are shot 
by the evil one—o wovnpds—who is evil and undiluted evil ; 
the evil one “ by merit raised to that bad eminence.” In the 
verb o@éoas there is an allusion not to any power in the shield 
to quench the burning darts, as many try to show with learned 

labour, but to the simple fact, that such a missile caught on, 
or in, the shield, glances off it, and falling to the earth, is 
speedily extinguished. It is a misconception of the meaning 
of the participle zrevrvpwpéva on the part of Bodius, Rollock, 
Hammond, and Bochart, that poisoned darts are meant, and 
are named “ fiery’ because of the burning sensation, or fever, 
which they produce; as if they received this appellation not 
from their effect, but from their nature. Hierozoicon, Opera, 
tom. i. p. 425, ed. Leusden, Lugd. Batav. 1692. What 
they are, it is difficult to say. The Greek fathers, with too 
great restriction, think that reference is made to such lusts 


and desires as we sometimes term “burning”’ lusts and desires, 
21 
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The darts appear to be Satanic assaults, sudden and terrible 


—such suggestions to evil, such unaccountable impulses to 
doubt or blaspheme, such horrid insinuations about the divine 
character and one’s own state, as often distract persons, espe- 
cially of a nervous temperament. The biography of Luther 
and Bunyan affords apposite examples. But the shield of 
faith must be used to repel such darts, and if brought to inter- 
cept them, it preserves the Christian warrior intact. His 
confidence in God keeps him from being wounded, or from 
falling a prisoner into the hands of his ruthless enemies. 
Whatever happens moves him not; his faith saves him from 
despondency and defeat. The future form of the verb by no 
means supports Meyev’s view as to the period of the evil day. 

(Ver. 17.) Kat rip weptxedaralay tod cwrnplov dééacbe— 
“ And take the helmet of salvation.” D', F, and G omit the 
verb; dé£acbat, a glaring emendation, is found, however, in’A, 
D’, K, and L. The adjectival form cwrypcov is found also in 
Luke ii. 30, iii. 6; Acts xxviii. 28. This use of the finite 
verb in such a series is a characteristic of Pauline style, as if 
from the participial construction his mind likes to rest at length 
on the finite form. The military helmet protected the head. 


_Tt was a cap usually made of leather, strengthened and orna- 


mented with metallic plates or bosses, and commonly sur- 
mounted with a crest or plume. In 1 Thess. v. 8, the apostle 
says, “ For an helmet the hope of salvation ”’—éArida owrn- 
pias—and therefore many suppose that the same idea is 
expressed. elliptically here. Such is the view of Calvin, 
Zanchius, Calovius, Grotius, Estius, Bodius, Meier, and Win- 
zer, but a view which is as unwarranted as that of Theodoret, 
Bullinger, Cocceius, and Bengel, who refer owr7ptoy to the 
Saviour. himself, because He has received such an appella- 
tion in Luke ii. 80. The apostle takes the phrase from the 
Alexandrian version of Isa. lix. 17, in which the Hebrew 
my) vip is translated mepuxeparaiay cwrnpiov. Salvation, 
and not the hope of it, is here represented as forming. the 
helmet; not salvation in an objective sense, but in conscious 
possession. It is the assurance of being interested in this 
salvation that guards the head. He who knows that he is 
safe, who feels that he is pardoned and sanctified, possesses 
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this “ helme of helthe,” as Wyckliffe renders it, and has his 
“-head covered in the day of battle :’’— 

Kab Thy paxarpay Tod Ivetparos, 6 éorw phua @cov-— and 
the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.” The 
last genitive is that of source, and the relative 6 is neuter, by 
attraction or assimilation. This is the only offensive weapon 
which the Christian soldier is to assume. That sword is 
described as being the “word of God.” By “the word of 
God” we understand the gospel, or revealed will of God— 
and to us it is in effect Holy Scripture, not in any restricted 
sense, as limited either to its commands or its threatenings. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia says, however, that fijua Oeod is 
equivalent to @cod évépyeta—referring in proof to such phrases 
as “by the word of the Lord the heavens were made,” the 
meaning of which is easily understood. And this weapon— 
“the word of God’’—is “the sword of the Spirit,” for it is 
the Spirit who supplies it. By the special organic influence of 
the Spirit, plenary inspiration was enjoyed, and God’s ideas 
became, in the lips and from the pens of apostles and prophets, 
God’s words. The genitive, wvedwaros, thus indicates the 
relation in which God’s word stands to the Spirit. How 
strange on the part of Harless, Olshausen, Matthies, Stier, 
and von Gerlach, to make it the genitive of apposition, and to 
represent the sword as the Spirit Himself! In this erroneous 
view they had been preceded by Basil, who has adduced this 
verse as a proof that not.only the Son, but the Spirit, is called 
the Word—the Son being the Word of the Father, and the 
Spirit the Word of the Son. Contra Hunom. lib. v. cap. 11. 
Such an exposition only darkens the passage, and compels 
Olshausen himself to ask in perplexity a question which his 
own false exegesis originates—How can the Word of God be 
represented as the Spirit ? and he answers the insoluble query 
by a statement no less erroneous and unintelligible, that the 
Spirit is an operation which the Word of God produces. 
Harless argues, that as the previous genitives specifying the 
pieces of armour are those of apposition, so analogy must 
justify the same syntax in this clause. But the argument is 
wholly out of place, and that because the apostle subjoins an 
explanation. Had he simply said “the sword of the Word,” 
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then according to the analogy of previous clauses the exegesis 
of Harless and Olshausen would be the correct one, but he 
enters into fuller and more precise detail. Away at the other 
extreme from this exposition is that of Chrysostom in one of 
his interpretations, of Cicumenius and Theophylact, with 
Michaelis and Grotius, which makes the clause merely mean 
—“take the spiritual sword of the Word; and still more 
remote is the lame exegesis of Morus, Rosenmiiller, and De 
Wette, which understands by ‘ spirit” the human ‘spirit, as 
if the apostle meant to say—‘ take your soul’s best sword, 
the word of God.” 

The word of God is thus the sword of the Spirit, by which 
the spiritual foe is cloven down. The Captain of salvation 
set the example, and once and again, and a third time, did He 
repel the assault of the prince of darkness by three brief and 
simple citations from Scripture. Diplomacy and argument, 
truce.and armistice, are of no avail—the keen bright sword of 
the Spirit must be unsheathed and lifted. 

(Ver. 18.) Ava wrdons mpocevyiis Kat Senoews mpocevyopevat 
év mari xaip@ év Wvetpari— With all prayer and supplica- 
tion praying always in the Spirit.” The participle is not, 
with Conybeare, to be rendered as a simple imperative. We 
eannot agree with De Wette and others in regarding prayer 
as a separate weapon, for the apostle now drops the figure. It 
is indeed an effectual means of repulse, not by itself, but in its 
connection with all these other graces. So that we understand 
this verse as describing the spirit or temper in which the 
armour should be assumed, the position taken, the enemy met, 
and the combat pursued, that is, as still connected with orfre 
ody. We cannot, with Olshausen, restrict it to the previous 
clause, namely, that prayer must accompany the use of the 
sword of the Spirit. ‘The order of thought is—make prepara- . 
tion, take the armour, stand, fight, and all the while be praying. 

Meyev’s effort to make d:a wdons mpocevyfs Kab Sejoews 
an independent sentence, at least disconnected with the follow- 
ing participle, is not happy; and his argument as to tautology 
and the impossibility of “praying always,” is without force.’ 

1 “¢ Praying always’—what does it mean? Being always on our knees? always 
engaged in the very act of prayer? This I believe to be one of the grossest glosses 
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The preposition 8:4 expresses the means by, or the condition 
in or through which, the spiritual exercise implied in mpoo- 
evyonevoc developes itself. The two nouns are distinguished not 
as umprecatio and deprecatio, as is the opinion of Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Grotius, and others; nor can we say, with De 
Wette, that the first term denotes the form, and the second 
the contents, of prayer. The two words are conjoined in the 
Septuagint. 1 Kings viii. 28; 2 Chron. vi.19; Ps. vi. 9; and 
in Phil.iv.6; 1 Tim.ii.1. We believe with Harless, Meier, 
Meyer, and others, that wpocevy7 is prayer in general—the 
general aspects and attitudes of devotion in adoration, confes- 

sion, and thanksgiving; and that déyou is a special branch 

of prayer, direct and earnest petition. The adjective adons 

adds the idea of “every kind” of prayer—all the forms, public 

and private, secret and domestic, oral and unexpressed, formal 

and ejaculatory, which prayer may assume. And such prayer 

is not to be restricted to peculiar times, but is to be employed 

—év wavti Katp@, at every season. Luke xxi. 36. ‘ Not only 

the minor officers along the ranks, but the whole hosts are to 

join in these yearnings.’ And such continuous and diversified . 
prayer must be— 

év Tvedpari—“ in the Spirit’’—as its sphere. It is surely 

an unhallowed and perverse opinion of Castalio, Crocius, 

Grotius, Homberg, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and Zanchius even, 
which gives these words the meaning of é« mveduaros, and 
makes them signify “ out of the heart, or sincerely.” Bloom- 
field indeed lays down the canon that vedua, not having the 
article, cannot mean “the Holy Spirit”—a canon which is 
contradicted by numerous passages of the New Testament, as 

already stated under i.17. ‘The theology of the apostle is, 

that while the Son pleads for His people in heaven, the Spirit 
within them makes intercession for them and by them, by 
giving them an enlarged and appropriating view of the divine 

promises, that they may plead them in faith and fervour, and 


that Satan casts on that text. He-has often given that gloss; monkery, nunnery, 
abstraction from the world in order to give one’s self up to prayer, are but the effects 
of that false gloss."—Evans, Sermons on the Ephesians, p- 893. (British Pulpit.) Lond, 

1 The Soldier of the Cross, by J. Leyburn, D.D., Philadelphia; a series of popular 
and discursive sermons on Eph. yi. 10-18. | Reprinted, Glasgow, 1853. 
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by so deepening their own poignant consciousness of want as 
to induce them to cry for grace with an agony of. earnestness 
that cannot be fitted into words. Rom. viii. 26. Jude speaks 
.also of “praying in the Holy Ghost” (ver. 20), that is, in 
His exciting and assisting influence. The soldier needs 
courage, vigilance, and skill, and therefore he ought, with 
continued prayer and supplication, to look up to the Lord of 
Hosts, “who teaches his hands to war and his fingers to 
fight,” and who will make him “more than a conqueror ;” so 
that in due time, the combat being over and his foes defeated, 
the hand that wielded the sword will carry the palm, and the 
brow that wore the helmet will be crowned with immortal 
garlands before the throne. Praying always— 

Kal eis abtd aypuTrvodytes ev Tdon TpocKapTepyce. Kal 
Sejoe Tept rdvtav Tov drylov— and for this watching in all 
perseverance and supplication for all the saints.” Todo, 
found in the Stephanic text after advo, is regarded as doubtful 
on the authority of A, B, and other concurrent testimonies. 
Eis ad7é6—“ for this,” that is, for the purpose specified in the 
clauses preceding, not as Koppe and Holzhausen argue, for 
the design expressed in the following verse—iva pou d007. 
To secure this earnest supplication at all times in the Spirit, 
they were to be ever on their guard against remissness, for 
many “ impedimenta” exist in the Christian army. The © 
phrase év wrdoyn mpocKaptepyces Kal Sejoes, is one of pregnant 
emphasis. Acts i. 14; Rom. xu. 12; Coliv. 2. “ Persever- 
ance and prayer,” though not properly a hendiadys (the tech- 
nical order of the words, as they should occur in such a figure, 
being inverted), practically means perseverance characterized 
by prayer, the one and the other noun having a distinct, 
though blended signification. The term dyiwy has been 
explained under i.3. We are inclined to take the two clauses 
as somewhat parallel, the second clause as containing, at the 
same time, a specific addition. Thus, first, the apostle exhorts 
them, by means of “all prayer and supplication,” to be pray- 
ing at all times in the Spirit, the tacit or implied reference 
being for themselves; and then he adds, but without any for- 
mal transition, ‘and for this watching along with all perse- 
verance and prayer for all saints.’ The two thoughts are 
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closely connected. To their persistent supplication for them- 
selves, they were to join, not as a separate and distinct duty, 
prayer for all saints, but rather, as the compact language of 
the apostle suggests, in’ praying for themselves they were 
uniformly to blend petitions for all the saints. “All the saints,” 
in obedience to the same mandate, pray for us, and in a spirit 
of reciprocity it becomes us to pray for them. They need our 
prayers; for many of them, at every given moment, must be 
in trial, temptation, warfare, sickness, or death. And as but 
a very few of them can ever be known to us, our all-inclusive 
sympathy with them will prove its vitality by universal and 
unwearying supplication for them. 

(Ver. 19.) Kat bmrép guov—“ And for me.” When xat knits, 
as here, a part to a whole, it has an intensive or climactic 
signification. Winer, § 53, 3; Hartung, i. 45. The apostle 
lays emphasis on this mention of himself. And we apprehend 
that the same speciality of request is marked by the change of 
preposition. When he bids them pray for all saints, he says 
wept wavrwv Tov dyiov; but when he points to himself as 
the object of supplication, he writes dar ép euod. Meyer and 
De Wette, indeed, and Robinson, apparently deny that any 
change of idea is involved in the change of preposition. Har- 
less admits such’ a distinction as is between pro and propter. 
Certainly, in the later writers wep/ and t7ép are almost iden- 
tical in use and sense. They are even found together, as 
Demosthenes, Philip. ii. p. 162, vol. v. Oratores Att., ed. Dob- 
son, Oxon.; Thucyd. vi. 78, 1, p. 152, vol. iii. sect. 2, ed. 
Poppo. No one denies this, but surely it may be asked, Why 
should the preposition here be changed ? not, perhaps, for mere 
variety of phrase and:style. The preposition zept—“ about,” } 
used generally in a tropical sense when it governs the geni- 
tive, may be regarded as the vaguer in its reference. They 
could not know much about all saints, and they were to pray 
about them. All saints were to be ideally encircled with 
their supplications. The prayer for the apostle was more 


1 Mee/, in Sanscrit pari, from the root Q , is “round about,” differing from gus, 
Latin amb, German wm, which means on both sides, while szée, Sanserit upari, from 
the root OM, Latin supers Gothic afar, German ber, English over, signifies 


“upon” or “ over.” 
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direct and personal, and d7ép is employed, while the blessing 
to be prayed for is also clearly specified. In Rom. viii. 26, 
1 Tim, ii. 1, Heb. vii. 25, where ézép is used, there is marked 
directness in the supplication, though it be for all men. 1 Pet. 
1.18. In Col. iv. 3, the apostle, in making a similar request, 
uses mepi; but he includes himself with others, and writes 
jpov, and so in Heb. xiii. 18. Though such a distinction 
cannot be uniformly carried out, yet the use of these two dif- 
ferent prepositions in two consecutive clauses would seem to 
indicate that some ideal change of relation is intended. ‘Turner 
says that the prepositions are changed “ for the mere sake of 
variety,” and he instances é« and dud in Rom. iii. 20, which 
in his opinion “apparently convey precisely the same thought.” 
But the explanation is slovenly; for though there is a kindred 
_ meaning, there is a distinct difference of image or relation indi- 
cated by the two prepositions. And for what were they to pray ? 

iva jot 8004 Aoryos év dvolfe. tod otéuaros wou— that to 
me may be given speech in the opening of my mouth.” The 
conjunction iva denotes the purpose, which is told by telling 
the purport of the prayer.” The Received Text has doGein, 
a more subjective representation, but the principal uncial 
MSS. are against such a reading. Adryos here denotes power 
of speech—utterance—as in 1 Cor. xii. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 6. The 
connection of the next clause has been much disputed. It 
appears to us plainest and easiest to join év dvoife: tod oTd- 
parés pou to the preceding words—“ that utterance may be 
given-unto me in the opening of my mouth.” The arguments 
for this view, and against the opposing hypotheses of Kypke 
and Koppe, are ably given by Fritzsche, Dissert. ii. ad Cor. 
p- 99. Such is the critical opinion of the three Greek fathers, 
Chrysostom, Cicumenius, and Theophylact, of Luther and 
Calvin, of Estius, Morus, Rickert, Harless, Olshausen, Mat-. 
thies, and Meyer. The sense then is, not that the opening of 
his mouth was in itself regarded also as a divine gift; but the 
prayer is, that utterance should be given him when the oppor- 
tunity of self-vindication or of preaching should be enjoyed. 
Bullinger, a-Lapide, and Harless give dvosés an active signi- 
fication, as if the sense were, that utterance along with the 
opening of my mouth may be given me, referring to Ps. li. 15, 
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Ezek. iii. 27. We prefer the simple signification—“in the 
opening of my mouth,” that is, when I shall have occasion 
to open my mouth. Matt. v. 2; Acts viii. 35, x. 34; 2 Cor. 
vi. 11. Wholly baseless is the translation of Beza and 
Piscator—ut aperiam os meum. That the phrase describes 
not the simple act of speech, but also specifies its quality as 
bold or open, is: the view of Pelagius, Vatablus, Bodius, 
Zanchius, Riickert, Meier, and Matthies. See Alford on 
2 Cor. vi. 11. But this view gives an emphasis to the simple 
diction which cannot be proved to belong to it. We believe 
that its only emphasis lies in its use—prefacing a set discourse 
of some length, and not merely a brief or conversational re- 
mark, That the apostle refers to inspiring influence we have 
little doubt, whether that influence be regarded as essential to 
the gerieral preaching of the gospel, or to the apostle’s vindi-. 
cation of himself and his mission at the imperial tribunal in 
Rome ;. for he was now prosecuting the appeal which he had 
originated at Ceesarea. Luke xxi. 14; Matt. x. 19, 20; Mark 
xii. 11. His pleading for himself involved in it a description 
and defence of his office, and that he refers to such unpreme- 
ditated orations is the view of Gicumenius. The next clause 
is explanatory, or gives the result— 
év Twappncla yvuwploat To pvotiptoy Tod ebaryryelov— i in 
boldness to make known the mystery of the gospel.” B, F, 
G, omit Tod evayyeAdou, but the words have good authority. 
The genitive may be that of subject or of object, as ini. 9, 
Ellicott prefers the former. The noun vrapénoia has been 
explained under iii. 12, and does not signify “freely,” as 
Koppe and Grotius take it, that is, in contrast with previous 
confinement. Wyckliffe has—“ with truth to make known.” 
It characterizes the speaking in itself or in quality, as bold and 
open—without reserve or trepidation. Tvep/caz is the infini- 
tive of design. Mvorzjpsov has been spoken of under i. 9. In 
the first chapter the apostle calls one special result and pur- 
pose of the gospel—to wit, the re-capitulation of all things 
under Christ—a mystery; and in the third chapter he char- 
acterizes the doctrine of the union of Jew and Gentile in one 
church by a similar appellation. But here he gives the same 
general name to the gospel. For it is a system which lay 
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hidden till God’s time came for revealing it. To know it, 
there must be a Divine initiator, for its truths are beyond the 
orbit of all human anticipations. The God-man—a vicarious 
death—a gratuitous pardon—the influence of the Spirit—are 
doctrines which man never could have discovered. They are 
to him a mystery, not indeed something unknowable, but 
something unknown till it be revealed. This gospel, without 
mutilation, in its fulness and majesty, and with all its char- 
acteristic elements, the apostle wished to proclaim with plain 
and unfaltering freedom, and for this purpose he asked the 
prayers of the Ephesian church. 

(Ver. 20.) “Larép ob mpecBedw év ddvoer—“ On behalf of 
which I am an ambassador in chains.” ‘The antecedent to 
od is not barely edayyeAdov—the gospel, but the preceding 
clause. It was not simply because of the gospel, but because 
of making known the gospel, that he was imprisoned. This 
simple sentence has been variously analyzed. Some, as 
Riickert and Matthies, translate it—“ for which doing of the 
office of ambassador, I am in chains;” while others give it 
this tumn—“ for which, even in chains, I am an ambassador.” 
The apostle calls himself an ambassador, but one in chains. 
His evangelical embassy—an office peculiar to the apostles— 
has been described under iv. 11. It is perhaps too much to 
infer, with Paley, Macknight, and Wieseler, that the singular 
term GAvovs refers to that form of military surveillance in 
which the prisoner had his arm bound with a chain to that of 
the “soldier who kept him.” Acts xxviii. 16,20. The singular 
form may bear a collective signification (Bernhardy, p. 58), yet 
as we find the same expression in 2 Tim. i. 16, there is a possi- 
bility at least that such may be the reference. ‘Still, we find the 
apostle, when in military custody at Ceesarea, employing the 
plural, and saying—rav Secuev rovrwv. An ambassador in 
chains was a rare spectacle. Tods rpéoPets vowos pundev rdc- 
new Kaxdv, says Theophylact. The person of an ambassador 
is by international law sacred and inviolable; and yet Paul, 
a legate from the mightiest Sovereignty, charged with an 
embassy of unparalleled nobleness and urgency, and bearing 
with him credentials of unmistakable authenticity, is detained 
in captivity. The object of the prayer was— 
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wa év a’T@® Tappynaotdowpat, ws Seb we-Aadjoat—“ in order 
that I may speak boldly in this, as I ought to speak.” ‘This 
clause resumes the object or design of the prayer, and is 
narallel to the previous iva poor S007 royos. Rom. vii. 13; 
Gal. iii. 14; 2 Cor. ix. 3. It.dwells upon the same thought. 
- The phrase év ait@ refers back to the relative ob —“ that in 
this,” in making known the gospel—and there is thus no 
repetition or tautology. It is not the ground, but the sphere 
of the vragpnoia. This meaning of the sentence is lost in the 
exegesis of Meier, who follows Chrysostom and Bengel, and 
makes iva and its clause dependent on mpéoBevwm ev ddwvcet, 
the sense then being—“ that even my imprisonment may pro- 
duce its effect.” The apostle’s earnest wish was, that he 
might expound his message in a manner that became him 
and his high commission, that his imprisonment might have 
no dispiriting effect upon him, and that he might not in his 
addresses compromise the name and dignity of an ambassador 
for Christ. The epistle now ends with some personal matters— 

(Ver. 21.) “Iva &é etdfre xal duels Ta Kar’ eué, Te mpdooo, 
mdvra viv ywopioe Tiytxos 6 ayamrntés adedpos, Kal TiaTos 
Sudxovos év Kupio— But that ye also may know my state, 
how I fare, Tychicus, the beloved brother and faithful in the 
Lord, shall make known all things to you.” The reading, 
Kai pels eldfre, is found in A, D', EH, F,G. This verse needs 
almost no exposition. The supposition that in cal dyels there 
is a reference by contrast to the Colossians, has been already 
noticed in the Introduction. ‘The particle dé is one of transi- 
tion to another subject—the conclusion of the epistle. The 
words Ta Kat’ éué—res mew—are a very common Greek idiom 
(Phil. i. 12; Acts xxiv. 22, xxv. 14), and they are further 
explained by tb rpdoow, a phrase which means “how I fare” 
——“what” or “how I do”—-not what I am employed about in 
prison, but with the same meaning as in the common salu- 
tation——“ How do ye do.” The apostle was well aware of 
their anxiety to know many particulars as to his health, 
spirits, condition, facilities and prospects of labour; and not to 
burden an inspired comiposition with such minutie, he charged 
Tychicus with an oral message. Little is known of Tychicus 
save what is contained in a few allusions, as in Acts xx. 4; 
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Col. iv. 7. In 2 Tim. iv. 12 the apostle says, referring, as some 
suppose, to this mission—“ Tychicus have I sent to Ephesus.” 
There is no ground for supposing, with Estius, that dudovos 
refers here to any office in the church. Tychicus, like Mark, 
was useful for general service. 2 Tim. iv. 11. The words év 
. Kupl show the spirit and sphere of the labours of Tychicus, 
that it was Christian service which he rendered to the apostle 
and their common Lord. We understand miorés to denote 
“trusty”—“‘ trewe mynystre.” See under i.1. The previous © 
epithet “ brother” implies his profession of faith, but he was 
selected to this mission, out of many other believers, because 
of his trustiness, and he was commended to the Ephesians as. 
one on whom they might rely with implicit confidence. And 
therefore Paul says of him— 

(Ver. 22.) “Ov érreynpa mpés buds eis adtd TodTO, va yore 
Td Trept Huav, Kal TapaKkarécy Tas Kapdias tuov-—“ Whom I 
have sent unto you for this very reason, that ye might know 
our affairs, and that he might comfort your hearts.” The 
verb might bear the translation, “I send.” Phil. ii. 28; 
Winer, § 40, 5, 2. The phrase ra epi judv is a common 
idiom, and the apostle includes himself among others who | 
were identified with him and his position in Rome. . There is 
plain reference in the last clause to ili. 13. The different 
readings in these two verses principally refer to the position 
and order of some of the words. Now comes the farewell— 

(Ver. 23.) Eiprvn rots adeiqots, cal aydan peta lateas— 
“ Peace to the brethren, and love with faith.” Eipzvy is not 
concord, as some suppose, and it cannot be so in a parting 
salutation. The word in such a relation has not a special 
theological sense, but means, in a Christian mouth, “all that 
was good for them here and hereafter.” See the term ex- 
plained under i. 2. ‘ Peace be to the brethren ”’—the Chris- 
tian brotherhood in Ephesus; and not, as Wieseler restricts it, 
to the Jewish portion of the church. Chronol., p. 444. 

Kab aydern peta rictews—* and love with faith,” that is, 
love in union with faith. “Love” is not God’s love to Us, 
but our love to one another; or as the apostle has already 
called it, “love unto all the saints.’’ And that love is “ with 
faith,’ as its accompaniment, for “faith worketh by love.” 
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The apostle wishes them a more fervent love along with 
a more powerful faith. He had heard that they possessed 
these already, but he wished them a larger inheritance of the 
twin graces. See under i. 15. We could not say, with 

Robinson, that in this instance, and in some others, perd is 
~ equivalent to «al, for close relation;seems always to be indi- 
cated. Meré indicates something which is to be regarded 
not as an addition, but as an accompaniment. “Aydarn xal 
mistis— love and faith,’ might mean love, then faith, as 
separate or in succession, and ovy wiores would have denoted 
coherence, but “love with faith” denotes love and faith in 
inseparable combination with it. The reading of Codex A, 
éreos for aydzrn, is an emendation suggested to some old copy- 
ists for the very reasons which have led Riickert to adopt it. 
The concluding salutations in the other epistles are commonly 
brief, but the sympathy and elevation which reign in this 
letter stoop not to a curt and common formula. In his fulness 
of heart the apostle bestows an enlarged benediction on the 
Christian community at Ephesus— | 

dé Qeod larpés xat Kupiov Inood Xpicrod— from God 
the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. In the 2d verse of 
the first chapter, the apostle says, “from God our Father,” 
and the Syriac reads here also Lj. Though judy be not 
expressed, the meaning is the same, and the exposition will 
therefore be found under i. 2. 

(Ver. 24.) “H ydpis peta mavtov tdv dyarovrov tov 
Kupioy jar “Inooty Xpiotov év ab0apoia— Grace be with 
all them who love our Lord Jesus Christ in incorruption.” 
This is a second and more general benediction. The article 
is prefixed to ydpis in the valediction, See underi.2. The 
words “ our Lord Jesus Christ,” occurring previously in i, 8, 
have also been already explained. 

The concluding difficulty of the expositor, and it is no 
slight one, lies in the concluding words of the epistle— 
éy adGapoig. Wyckliffe has “ vncorrupcioun,” Tyndale 
‘‘ouernes,”’ the Genevan “to their immortalitie,” and Cranmer 
“ vnfaynedly.” 


1 Miré, in Sanscrit mithas, from the root ara , is connected with uévos, mid, 
middle, and still contains the germ of its original meaning. 
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The connection and meaning are alike matter of doubt. 
—l. Some, such as Drusius, Wilke, and Peile, connect év 
apbapcia with ydprs, as if the meaning were—grace with 
immortality,” or immortal grace. But this exegesis appears on 
the face of it contrary to the verbal order of the clause. Pis- 
cator, taking év for ovv, regards grace and immortality as two 
separate gifts. Beza, Musculus, Bengel, Michaelis, Matthies, 
and Bloomfield (Supplemental volume, in loc.), give the 
phrase another turn of meaning, and render—“ grace to im- 
mortality,” or “ grace for ever abide with you.” The opinion of 
Harless is similar—eév, he says, “ marks the element in which 
this grace reveals itself, and df@apcia is its indestructible 
essence.” And this is also the view of Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Such a construction, however, has no philological foundation, 
for the two nouns are not so homogeneous in meaning as 
to be used in such a connection. Olshausen resorts to the 
desperate expedient of an ellipse, saying that the words mean. 
—iva Soi éywow év apOapola. This ellipse, as Meyer says, 
is a pure fiction. 2. As far removed from a natural exegesis 
is the opinion of Wetstein, Reiners, and Semler, who join 
év apbapoia to Inootv Xpicrév, and give this interpretation 
—“who love the Lord Jesus Christ in his incorruptible or 
exalted state.” We should have expected a very different 
phraseology if that had been the apostle’s meaning, and at 
least, with the present words, the repetition of the article— 
"Incodv Xpiorov tov év adOapcia. 3. Whatever difficulty 
may be involved in the exegesis, we are obliged to take the 
év apOapoia as qualifying dyarrovrwv. This appears to be 
the natural connection. But.as to the meaning— 

1, Chrysostom and Theophylact give an alternative expla- 
nation—* on account of those things which are incorruptible.” 
These critics say—rd év dud dors, that is, év stands for da. 
But such violence to the words cannot be warranted. 

2. Some give the meaning—“in sincerity.”” Such is the 
view of Chrysostom and Theophylact in another of their inter- 
pretations, in which they explain éy ad@apoig by év xoopu0- 
TyTt; and they are followed by Pelagius, Erasmus, Calvin, 
a-Lapide, Estius, and Robinson. At the same time there is 
some difference of opinion among this class, some giving more 
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prominence to sincerity as an element of the love itself, and 
others regarding this sincerity as proved by the result and 
accompaniment of a chaste and holy life. 

3. Others give the phrase this meaning —“ in perpetuity.” 
Among this party are Gicumenius, who employs as syno- 
nymes &bOapros xat dyelwros, and Luther, Zegerus, Wolf, 
Meyer, Wahl, Bretschneider, and Meier. Riickert and De 
Wette are undecided, though the latter seems to incline to the 
first interpretation of the Greek expositors. The Gothic ver- 
sion reads in unrurein—* in incorruptibility.”. It is some- 
what difficult to decide. The noun means incorruption, and 
must define either the sphere or character of this love. If it 
refer to the sphere, then there may be an allusion to the 
heavenly places to which believers are elevated—a region of 
unchanging and undecaying love to Jesus (Rom. i, 23; 1 Cor. 
ix. 25, xv. 52; 1 Tim.i.17) ; or if, as Meyer says, it describe 
the character of this affection, then it signifies that it possesses 
an enduring freshness—that it glows for ever. A similar 
construction is found in Tit. ni. 15. We are inclined to 
believe that the word characterizes the nature of this love, per- 
petuity being a necessary element of this incorruption. The 
term points ‘out that in this love there is no source of decay or 
change, that it does not contain within itself the seeds of dis~ 
solution, and that it is of such compactness, that its elements 
cannot one after another fall out and itself gradually perish. 
Incorruptness is immortality based upon simplicity of essence. 
And therefore this love to Jesus—filling the entire nature, 
burning with pure and quenchless fervour, proving itself a 
holy instinct, unmixed with baser motives and attachments, 
one and indivisible—is “in incorruption,’—év ad@apoia. 
AMEN. 
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is according to God’s sovereign "will, . ‘ . . . . 34 
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Stranger, scriptural usage of word, . 
Teacher, office of Christian, . . 
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INDEX OF GREEK TERMS MORE PARTICULARLY REFERRED TO. 


"Ayabwotrn, . 
aryid sw, . 


dytos, . 
ap, : ‘ 
dfeos, . . 
aloxpérns, 
alxpadwola, 


aixuadwredw, . 
aliy, 
axabapola, 
GKApTTOS, . 
adKovw, oe 
axpoBucrla, . 
dxpoywrtatos, 
and, 
épaprla, . 
dpuchj.os, 
dvaxeparas, « 
‘dvarapBdve, 
avavebw, . 
dvacrpopy, 
avexopat, 
dvip, 
dvOpwmrdpeckos, 
aradhorptdw, 
dreldea, 
aren}, . 
arhdérns, . 
éroxduypis, 
drokaTa\\docw, 
GrohUrTpwets, 
aor lOnut, 
aréoToXos, 
appaBar, . 
apxy, — « 
doenyela, 
dowrla, . * 
ddects, 
dpOapota, 
dppwv, . 


Bé)os, memuppevor, . : . 


Bracpnula, 
Bound}, 
Teved, oe 
yur, 

Aéyots, 

Sektg, xadefety by, 
dann, - 
Staxovla, . . 
‘SidKovos, . 
didvoww, . . 
didacKkdAos, | 
Sldwut, . 
Sixacocdvn, 

bud Aéyet, 

Soyua, 
Sb, . + 
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56Ea, . 
Suvapus, . 
*Hyyus, . . 
el'ye, . 
elphvn, 

éxreyuy, 
éxkrnola, . 
exTpépu, . 
éhaxiordrepos, 
#\eos, ‘ 
érrls, ‘ 
evdelxpuat, . 
évduvapbu, 
évépyent, . 
evront, 
éEaryopdsw, 
éEouola, . 
éraryyeNla, . 
érlyvaots, . 
érOuula, . . 
éripavw, . . 
émrixopyyla, . 
éroupdvios, 
épyacla, . 


&ow dvOpwrros, é, 


érotacla, . 
evayyeNorhs, « 
evapeoTos, 
evdoxla, 
evroynrds, 
elordayxvos, . 
evTpaweNla, 
evxapioréw, 
evyapirrla, =. 
2x Opa, , 
*“Hnecla, . 
Odrrre, 
GéAnMa, 


Bewedtos, « . . 


Oupss, 

Oupedy, 

bueta, 

Owpag, . 
"Tra, 

loxds, . 
Kaélgw, . 
Kabws, . 
kai and werd, . 
Kawvds, , 
Katpos, 
xaxla, 
KALTTO, « 
KaTaBonn, 
KaTadhapBdvouat, 
KaTavrau, 
Karapriopes, 
KGTOLKT)pLOP, 
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KAviwrlfopat, . . .iv. 14. | wrepircet, . , . 1.8. 
Kéopos, 2. . . wi, 18. | wexpla, . . ' . - iv. 31. 
KoopoKpdrwp; . soe . vi. 12. | wrtorés, . . . : - LL 
Kpdros, . oe . . i 20. | wdcovetla, . iv. 19; v. 3. 
Kparaiby, : . . . 1.16. | wAnpbw, 2. . i. 23; iv. 10. 
Kpauy?, wiv. 81, | wAjpwua, .- + i 10, 28 
Kpuo7n, . v. 12. | wdoiros, . . - i 7, 18; ii. g: 
krif, . ii. 10; 03. 9. | wvetua, . . 1.17; ii. 2, 18; iii. 5 
kuBela, . . . iv. 14. | aveGiia rod vobs, : . . iv. 23. 
xuptos, : . 1, 2, 15. | aveuparicds, . eo te BS. 
kupibrns, « . . » L 21. | rvevparecdy, 75, . . vii 12. 
Adyos, . : . . - vi. 19. | arouujy, :. . . .iv. 11. 
Maxpdy,. -. . «© £8.18, 17. | wodtrela,. 2. °° » «HD 
paxpobuula, . . - iv. 2. | wodumolxidos, . . iii. 10. 
Bad ov Se Kat, » oe - ve LL, | wrpatrns, . . iv. 2. 
pedobela, . : . : viv. 14. | wrpoeropdgu, . . i. 10. 
pedvoKw, . . ‘ : » Vv. 18. | mpoopliw, . we i. 5. 
per, . . : . -iv. LL. | mpocaywy}, . : ii. 18; iii, 12. 
pera and Kal, . . . » Vi. 23. | rpocevy}, : . - «vi 18. 
pecdrotyov, « . : » li. 14. | wpoopopd, . se . ve 2 
pexpt, ss . . . viv. 18. | mpoowrodnuwla,~ . . ivi. 10. 
pnkért, . . . -iv. 17. | mpopirns, «sik, 205 iti. 5: iv. 11. 
LLNTHS, - : . ve 1. | rwpwets, . . . . iy. 18. 
pucripior, 1.9; iii. 8, 4; v 32: vi. 19. | ‘Purls, . » ve 27. 
pwporoyla, ~— . . : v. 4. | Dampés, . . . . iv. 29. 
Naés,. . oe . . ui. 21. | odpé . . ii, 3, Uy, 15; v. 29. 
vexpos, « . . . » il. | codla, . . . i. 8, 17. 
vdjL05, . . . 4.15. | owldos, . . ve 27. 
vovlecta, . . . VL 4.) orfvas mpds, . : vi. 11. 
voos, : . 2 - iv. 17. | cufworadw, . . . ii. 5. 
Hiévos, . ° « . - 4. 12, 19. | cupPiBdgw,  . . . iv. 16. 
Olxefos, . ‘ . : . ii. 20. oupmodirys or cuvroNtrys, ii. 19. 
olxoSou7, « . . ii. 21; iv. 12. | clvects, .« . . ni. 4. 
olxovopla, . . » 1.105 iii. 2. Tamewoppootvn, . | iv. 2. 
‘Bvoua tou Kuplov, . . « v. 20. | rédeos, : . . iv. 18, 
épy%, . . , ii, 8; iv. 31. Llodecta, : . . . » Ls. 
opylia, . . . . iv. 26, | Buvos, . . v. 19. 
doidrys, . . . . iv. 24, oaép and rrepl, « - vi, 19. 
éoph ebwdlas, . : + Ve 2. | berepdvw, . nr “91; iii. 20; iv. 10. 
doris, . . . . « 1,23, | borepBdddov, . i, 19; ii. Ti iii, 20. 
ovpavots Ta év Tols, « i, 10; iv. 10. | Bavepoduar, . . . ve. 18. 
bpOarpodovrela, . : - Vi. 6. | dpoypss, . . . , . ii. 14, 
Hlatdela, . . . vi. 4. | Gpdvyois, . ooo. . i. 8. 
mavorNla, . . «Vi. J1. | plots, © . . . . 3. 
travoupyla, . . . wiv. 14.) dwrifm, 2°. i, 18; iii. 9. 
TWUpPANT Wd,  « . » i 7;i1.] Kdpes, . i, 2, 6; ii. 7, 8. 
TdpoLKos, » . . . Li. 19. | yaplgfouae, . . iv. 82. 
mapopyltw, . iv. 26; vi. 4. | xapiréw, . : . . i. 6. 
‘japopyiopes, « . . . iv. 26. | xpnaords, « : . : . iv. 32. 
mapbnatey . . . ii. 12. | xpnorérns, . . - 7. 
was, ‘ . . Ti. 21, | yxupls, . : . . 12. 
Tlarhp ris abens, . . - R17.) Vado, . . . . . v. 19. 
warpid, . . . li. 15. | Padus, . . . . v.19, 
arerrol@yats, . . . ii, 12. | 215%, - . . . . v. 19. 
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